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ABSTRACT

SOUND EDUCATION:
AN ETHNOGRAPHIC EXPLORATION OF POWER RELATIONS IN HIGH SCHOOL
CLASSROOMS WITH MAINSTREAMED ORAL DEAF STUDENTS

SEPTEMBER 2008

ARLENE HIJARA
B.A., UNIVERSITY OF THE PHILIPPINES, DILIMAN
M.A, PHILIPPINE NORMAL UNIVERSITY
Ed.D. UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Prof. Patricia Paugh

How do oral deaf high school students experience Least Restrictive Environment
policies as they participate in mainstream classes with hearing teachers and peers? This
study focused on three oral deaf students who did not use sign language. In classes that
privileged uses of spoken language, the focal participants communicated with their
hearing teachers and peers by speaking, speech reading, and listening with their aided
residual hearing.
Ethnographic data were collected during semester-long participant observations
of two math and two English classes. Data collection methods included audiotaping and
videotaping classes, informal interviews, and Interpersonal Process Recall (IPR). During
IPR meetings, the researcher and the focal participants analyzed “rich points”—
moments when “normal” discourse practices were interrupted, allowing hidden tensions
to surface. These rich points were identified by the focal participants themselves and/or
by the researcher. The construction of classroom power relations was analyzed using
Microethnographic Discourse Analysis (Bloome et al., 2005).
This study revealed that the focal participants had learning experiences that were
qualitatively different from those of their hearing peers. In particular, they faced
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challenges that were overlooked by their hearing teachers and peers. During class
discussions, the oral deaf students’ participation was restricted because they had to
visually access verbal exchanges. To make sense of interactions, they had to interpret a
series of incomplete signals using speechreading, aided residual hearing, and
visual/written prompts. Thus, their participation in discussions was limited. However,
when the oral deaf focal participants had opportunities to interact directly with their
hearing peers in small group work, they demonstrated their ability to communicate and
learn by using personal and contextual resources to engage in language and literacy
events with their hearing peers.
This study concludes that mainstream classrooms do not automatically become
Least Restrictive Environments when oral deaf students are placed in classes with
hearing students. Rather, the creation of Least Restrictive Environments for oral deaf
students requires the active collaboration of their hearing teachers and peers.
Otherwise, mainstream classrooms may become settings where oral deaf students’
differences are highlighted, and the goal of mainstreaming—to respect and bridge
differences in a diverse classroom—is not achieved.
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CHAPTER 1
OVERVIEW
“Improving educational results for children with disabilities is an essential element of our
national policy of ensuring equality of opportunity, full participation, independent living,
and economic self-sufficiency for individuals with disabilities."
(Findings of Congress, Public Law 108-446. Section 601 (1))

Sound Education
When used to describe a student’s schooling experiences, the phrase “sound
education” suggests instruction that is effectively delivered and educational services that
sufficiently meet the learner’s needs. Sound education, as used in this study, is a way to
call attention to how mainstream classrooms are experienced by oral deaf students: in
mainstream classrooms, uses of spoken language pose a significant challenge for the
effective and genuine participation of oral deaf students. The focal participants in this
study were oral deaf students who had previously attended a separate oral school for
the deaf from preschool to eighth grade. At this separate school for the deaf, all of the
students had varying degrees of hearing loss. In addition, all of their teachers had
received special training in the oral approach to communication for the deaf, and they
designed their instruction to suit the unique requirements of oral deaf students. The
students’ training at the oral school for the deaf was focused on preparing them to attend
high school classes with hearing teachers and peers.
What happens when oral deaf students attend classes with hearing peers who do
not know deafness firsthand? What happens when oral deaf students receive instruction
from teachers who did not receive formal training in the oral approach? In mainstream
classrooms, access to speech sounds is important because spoken English is by far the
primary mode of communication. Because oral deaf students have compromised hearing
to begin with, they are likely to experience learning differently than their hearing peers. In
addition, classroom practices may evolve such that the membership of the oral deaf
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students in mainstream settings is either unacknowledged or minimized. Furthermore,
instruction in mainstream classrooms may be delivered in ways that are not necessarily
adapted to suit the instructional needs of oral deaf students. The phrase “sound
education is a way to highlight the dominance of spoken language as the currency of
interaction in the classes that oral deaf students attend when they are mainstreamed.
In this introductory chapter, I begin with a brief look at the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA). Second, I offer a brief examination of
the challenges of implementing the central concept of IDEIA, the Least Restrictive
Environment, for deaf students. Third, I present the research questions that motivate the
study. Fourth, I describe the purpose, significance, and limitations of the study. Finally, I
define some key terms in the study.
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA)
The right of oral deaf students to participate in mainstream classrooms is
guaranteed by the Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 and its
reauthorized versions, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1997 and
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) of 2004. Collectively,
these are known as Public Law 94-142. In the mid-80s, a related legislative agenda, the
Regular Education Act (REA), promoted the concept of mainstreaming by advocating
that all disabled children, including those who are deaf and hard of hearing, be educated
in their neighborhood public schools as a matter of policy (Davila, 1992). The purpose of
Public Law 94-142 is “to ensure that all children with disabilities have available to them
free and appropriate public education that emphasizes special education and related
services designed to meet their unique needs and prepare them for employment and
independent living.” In addition, the law mandates that “each public agency shall ensure
1) that to the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including children in
public and private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are
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non-disabled; and 2) that special classes, separate schooling or other removal of
children with disabilities from the regular educational environment occurs only if the
nature or severity of the disability is such that education in regular classes with the use
of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily” (US Department
of Education, 1984).
The central mandate of the original version of the Education of All Handicapped
Children Act of 1975 is “Free and Appropriate Public Education” in the “Least Restrictive
Environment” for all students with disabilities (Moores, 1996). The IDEIA legislation and
its precursors were enacted to protect the rights of the disabled. Deaf students have to
be classified as disabled to access funding for educational services in the mainstream
(Davis, 1995). Some oral deaf persons find this label demeaning and derogatory
because they do not see themselves as disabled in spite of their hearing loss (Winefield,
1996). Similarly, members of Deaf culture find this label to be in conflict with their notions
about who they are as persons and as members of a linguistic and a cultural group
(Brueggemann, 1999). Yet, regardless of the mode of communication they use, signing
and oral deaf students must accept the terms created by legal and educational
institutions in order to access their right to a free, appropriate public education.
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)
The body of IDEIA legislation is not free from problems of interpretation. When
Public Law 94-142 was enacted in 1975, Congress chose not to define the key phrase
“Least Restrictive Environment” (Douvanis & Hulsey, 2002). The courts are thus left with
the responsibility of interpreting the law and discerning—or disregarding—the meanings
intended by legislators. Indeed, over the years, the courts have interpreted Public Law
94-142 in ways that have been contrary to what the legislators had intended.
Furthermore, different courts have interpreted the same statute differently, so that the
law that governs a person depends on where that person resides (DuBow, 1988).
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In the history of educating deaf children in the United States, the interpretation of
the Least Restrictive Environment provision has served as the single most controversial
yet compelling reason for the exodus of deaf students from separate schools and their
entry into regular schools (Salem & Fell, 1988). Nevertheless, the Least Restrictive
Environment concept is particularly problematic for educating deaf children due to the
lack of clarity in the original legislation. Because the courts are responsible for defining
“Least Restrictive Environment,” multiple and potentially conflicting interpretations of the
law are possible.
One interpretation of the Least Restrictive Environment provision mandates the
physical presence of students with disabilities in regular classrooms, without, however,
ensuring an effective learning and teaching environment. This narrow interpretation of
the provision suggests that the work of mainstreaming deaf students is accomplished the
very minute that they enter regular classrooms. In fact, when schools implement the
Least Restrictive Environment provision for deaf students, they tend to provide
accommodations for deaf students that do not have an overt impact on the majority of
hearing students (Slobodjian, 2004). When the instructional needs of mainstreamed deaf
students differ from those of their peers, it is the deaf students who bear the
consequences of their hearing teachers’ and peers’ inability to empathize and to ensure
that they are inclusive both in words and in action. The social obligation of schools to
actually educate oral deaf students once they are invited into mainstream classrooms is
easily overlooked (Wilson, 1996; Moores & Kluwin, 1985; Nover, 1994), since the
expectation is that deaf students will adjust to the majority of their hearing peers.
Aggressively modifying instruction and providing resources to support deaf students’
learning and participation are not the approaches that have been taken in many
mainstream classrooms. And any instructional setting that prevents a deaf student from
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receiving an education that meets his or her instructional and communication needs is
not the Least Restrictive Environment for that individual child (Aldersley, 2002).
Applying the Least Restrictive Environment provision to deaf students is
particularly problematic, because deafness, as a condition, defies neat and easy
classification. Special education policies classify hearing loss as a sensory impairment
instead of a communication disability (603 CMR 28:00, 2007). This classification ignores
the obvious consequences of hearing loss for teaching and learning. In other words, this
narrow focus on deafness as sensory impairment disregards the effect of hearing loss
on the quality of life of mainstreamed deaf students and on their ability to participate in
classroom language and literacy events. Barring identification of language-based
learning difficulties, deafness alone is not considered a communication disability.
Classifying deafness as a sensory rather than a communication disability conceals the
need for instructional modifications and adaptations in classes where deaf students are
mainstreamed. For example, one simplistic approach to the problem of supporting oral
deaf students in mainstream classrooms has been to assume that oral deaf students will
be able to fully participate in all classroom activities when they are provided with
amplification devices and/or an oral transliterator. But these technological and/or
personnel solutions have proved insufficient in facilitating the education of oral deaf
students in mainstream classrooms.
Research Questions
The central question I raise in this study is: How do the focal participants
experience the implementation of Least Restrictive Environment policies as they
participate in classes with hearing teachers and peers? To understand the complex
interplay of contextual, instructional, and social forces that impact the focal participants’
participation in mainstream classrooms, I ask the following specific questions:
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1.

In what ways do oral deaf students navigate language and
communication in mainstream classrooms?

2.

What social identities do oral deaf students take up as they negotiate
learning in mainstream classrooms?
Purpose of the Study

Criticisms of mainstreaming do not appear to have any effect on enrollment
patterns, which continue to favor the placement of oral deaf students in regular schools.
The contrast between the harsh criticism directed at mainstreaming and the continuing
increase in the enrollment of oral deaf students in regular classrooms provides a
compelling backdrop for a more thorough investigation, focusing not only on how many
oral deaf children enroll in public schools, but also on what happens when oral deaf
students are placed in mainstream classrooms. Examining the experiences and
perspectives of oral deaf students in regular schools is critical for educational planning
and programming because, in principle, the goal of mainstreaming the deaf is to produce
students who are socially and academically well-integrated (Stinson & Antia, 1999).
Investigating how deaf students experience mainstreaming is valuable because
mainstream classrooms are not fully understood as contexts for the teaching of and
learning by oral deaf students. In spite of the fact that mainstreaming has been a popular
educational placement option for many years, very little is known about the quality of life
of oral deaf students in these settings. Because oral deaf students access information
differently, their participation is bound to be qualitatively different from that of their
hearing peers (Nover, 1994). Yet rarely are oral deaf students themselves positioned as
key informants about their experiences. Schultz and Cook-Sather (2001) note that “it is
crucial to listen to what students have to say because until we truly understand what
students are experiencing—what and how education means, looks and feels to them—
our efforts at school reform will not go very far” (p. 2). It is important to learn about
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mainstreaming in the setting where deaf students and their hearing teachers and peers
interact. Mainstream classes are spaces where the implications of deafness are most
explicitly demonstrated, because the currency of negotiation is spoken language.
Indeed, language is both the object of classroom lessons and the means of learning
(Bloome, Carter, Christian, Otto, & Shuart-Faris, 2005).
Thus, the primary focus of this study is on how its oral deaf focal participants
experience learning when they are placed in classes with hearing teachers and peers.
But deaf students’ ability to participate effectively in academic settings does not depend
solely on their linguistic proficiency. Other factors come into play as learning takes place.
Insights into the social and contextual forces that influence how oral deaf students use
language to navigate their educational environment will be valuable to regular education
teachers who are ultimately responsible for providing instruction in the mainstream. This
study explores the complexity of educational policies and practices that are intended to
be inclusive.
The second research focus is on the social identities that oral deaf students take
up as they negotiate learning in mainstream classes. Mainstreaming is a work in
progress. Effective mainstreaming requires ongoing collaboration and collective
reflection among teachers, support personnel, and, when necessary and appropriate,
the oral deaf students themselves. This study explores how oral deaf students'
relationships and interactions evolve in the course of their participation in language and
literacy events in mainstream classrooms. By observing and interpreting oral deaf
students’ actions, reactions, and interactions, it is possible to identify classroom
practices that are either successful or unsuccessful in ensuring the meaningful
participation of oral deaf students.
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Significance of the Study
The significance of this study is not limited to the particular research questions it
poses. The study’s combination of participant selection and methodology is itself
important, because ethnographic research involving oral deaf students is rare. Although
there are some ethnographic studies that focus on deaf students, the majority of studies
devoted to deaf students are experimental and quasi-experimental investigations that
involve only signing deaf students. Oral deaf students, when they are included, are
rarely treated as a separate group and are instead combined with signing deaf students.
This dissertation attempts to address the dearth of research by focusing first and
foremost on the experiences of oral deaf students who, very likely, comprise the majority
of deaf students in the mainstream (Schildroth & Hotto, 1994).
Focus on Oral Deaf Students
The perspectives of oral deaf students merit careful attention because they differ
significantly from those of their signing counterparts who believe that they can fully
develop their intellectual potential only through the use of sign language, both in the
classroom and elsewhere (Winefield, 1996). Proponents of the oral approach (Ling,
2002; Maxon, Brackett, & van den Berg, 1991) suggest that mainstreaming is easier for
oral deaf students than signing deaf students because their training in spoken language
facilitates their academic success as well as their social integration in classes with
hearing students (Stinson et al., 1996). This belief goes all the way back to the time
when Alexander Graham Bell promoted the oral approach. Bell remarked, “integration
was not one of the many goals, or even among the most important; it was the main
purpose of education” (Winefield, 1996, p.22). Bell argued that normal society consists
of people who speak and hear English. Thus, he maintained, teachers of the deaf in an
oral school must prepare deaf children to make their way in the world by teaching them
to communicate by speaking and reading lips in English.
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Oral deaf students are a unique group of learners and deserve study separate
from their hearing and signing counterparts. Those students whose deafness is mild or
moderate can have difficulties when they participate in classroom language and literacy
events that are arranged around spoken language. However, oral deaf students who are
severely to profoundly deaf may miss much of the classroom interaction when supports
are not available. Oral deaf students are unlike signing students because they
communicate in spoken English. To some degree, they are just like their hearing
counterparts who communicate only in English. At the same time, they are like their
signing counterparts because they potentially need oral transliterators to convert
auditory stimuli to visual signals.
In his zeal for the oral approach, Bell inadvertently underestimated the true
extent of hearing loss. He advanced the motto, “we [oral deaf people] can do anything
but hear.” While it is true that oral deaf people are like all hearing people except for the
fact that they cannot hear, their deafness can easily exclude oral deaf people from
genuine and meaningful contact with others who communicate mainly by speaking. Oral
deaf students and their families still echo Bell’s century-old slogan when they come in
contact with hearing people and deaf signers who seek to understand what it is like to
not hear and yet be oral. This tendency to deny the implications of deafness and to
ignore the important impact of hearing loss on interactions with hearing teachers and
peers means that oral deaf students have a uniquely complex status as social
participants in sociopolitical settings such as mainstream classrooms.
Qualitative Approach to Researching Oral Deaf Students
In this study, I depart from the quantitative research approach that has
predominantly been employed in research on deaf students. Investigations of deaf
students that use a quantitative experimental design are undertaken in highly sanitized
settings and yield results that bear little resemblance to the complexities that deaf
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students face in their everyday situations (Anzul, Evans, King, & Tellier-Robinson, 2001).
This study uses a qualitative research approach—specifically, critical ethnography and
discourse analysis—to collect, analyze, and interpret data.
Qualitative studies, especially those that focus on students in special education,
are important and necessary because the so-called deficit perspective has historically
dominated debates and discussions in special education (Harry, 1992). Studies that
subscribe to the deficit stance often overlook the talents, interests, and unique
characteristics of students in special education while focusing discussion on skills and
tasks that they are unable to effectively perform in artificial settings. In other words,
students in special education tend to be described in reductive terms (Macdonald, 1992,
p. 125). Throughout the course of their educational careers, students in special
education are viewed in terms of their institutional labels. Their identities tend to be
defined in terms of their weaknesses, rather than in terms of their interests, their
personalities, and the coping skills that they use when confronted with certain situations.
Qualitative research is considered to be particularly suited to giving voice to the
“underdogs” in society (Becker, 1966). Using the qualitative approach in researching
those who are traditionally devalued and deprived of their individuality by their assigned
labels can have an empowering effect on the lives of students whose lives are directly
affected by institutional policies and procedures (Ferguson, Ferguson, & Taylor, 1992).
There is little ethnographic research that focuses on oral deaf students in the
mainstream. According to Egan-Robertson and Willett (1998), ethnography is defined as
a method that (a) is holistic, contextual, and comparative; (b) is systematic and uses
multiple, nonstandard, and recursive methods; and (c) elicits the view of reality held by
the research participants. There is a need for ethnographic study of the oral deaf
students in the regular classroom, because an observer who is not directly involved in
mainstreaming but encounters oral deaf students in classrooms alongside their hearing
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peers might conclude that integration has been accomplished. It is dangerous to assume
that when oral deaf students have been physically placed in classrooms alongside their
hearing counterparts that the work of inclusion and integration has been completed, and
that the larger societal aspiration towards achieving a just society has been enacted
(Higgins, 1992). Having deaf students attend classes side by side with hearing teachers
and peers can superficially qualify as integration because a casual observer might
assume that, in the process of learning and living together, students with or without
disabilities recognize their common humanity and appreciate their differences. Without
the use of systematic and recursive methods developed on the basis of repeated and
prolonged immersion in the research context, it is impossible to truly grasp the ways that
mainstream classrooms may or may not be Least Restrictive Environments for the
education of oral deaf students.
In addition to ethnography, this study uses Bloome et al.’s (2005) model of
discourse analysis. Bloome’s and colleagues’ view that uses of language involve issues
of “social identity, power relations, and broad social and cultural processes” (p. xvi) is
particularly important because deafness results in functional restrictions in oral deaf
students’ interactions with hearing teachers and peers in mainstream classrooms. A way
to examine the contradictions that emerge between the ideals and practice of
implementing the Least Restrictive Environment provision is to focus on the “bounded
series of actions and reactions that people make in response to each other at the level of
face-to-face interactions” (Bloome et al., 2005, p.6). In this study, uses of language
serve as a key to understanding teaching and learning in settings that are supposed to
be Least Restrictive Environments.
Limitations of the Study

This is an ethnographic study. Ethnography uses a lens that is different from the
one employed in the quantitative studies that have been done with deaf students.
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Therefore, the outcomes of this study will differ from the conclusions drawn in much of
the existing research about mainstreaming or regular classrooms as contexts for
learning for oral deaf students. Specifically, the goal of ethnography is typically (a) to
describe in rich detail and to interpret the cultural life of particular social groups; (b) to
contribute to the general knowledge about the life-worlds that people construct and the
characteristics of social and cultural practices that they create; and (c) to help people
envision and create better worlds (Egan-Robertson & Willett, 1998). This study
examines the situated and specific experiences of oral deaf students in classes with
hearing teachers and peers. The story that this study tells about the experiences of oral
deaf students should not, however, be seen as representative of the experiences of all
deaf students. Rather, this study of a particular group of oral deaf students in a particular
mainstream classroom context, as represented by a particular researcher, yields a
unique set of results that cannot be generalized to other oral deaf students in
mainstream settings.
That is not to say, however, that the results of this study cannot lead to more
general conclusions. Qualitative researchers aim to transcend the local and the
particular by developing, refining, or creating concepts that lead from specific findings
toward generic levels that allow conceptual movement across a wide range of social
contexts (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996). Qualitative studies that employ the descriptive
analysis of details to understand patterns can be useful in developing ideas about social
and cultural practices whose relevance goes beyond the data itself. The findings from
this study may have pedagogical relevance in instructional settings that are designed to
be inclusive. The very act of problematizing assumptions about teaching and learning in
classrooms that include students with different abilities and backgrounds can be useful
to teachers who aim to make instruction accessible to diverse learners. In this study, I
will examine the practices and dynamics that evolve in mainstream classrooms and
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explore the complexities in contexts that are perceived to be Least Restrictive
Environments for the teaching of and learning by oral deaf students.
Definition of Terms
Mainstreaming

Mainstreaming is a term coined to refer to “deaf students attending all or part of
their coursework in classes with hearing teachers and peers” (Salem & Fell, 1988).
While the term is used interchangeably with Public Law 94-142, a law enacted in 1975
that guarantees Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) in the Least Restrictive
Environment (LRE), the original intent of that law was to offer a range of services and
placement options (U.S.C 141, 1975). Families and educators, however, have come to
assume that public schools are appropriate settings for educating the deaf (Ramsey,
1997). Generalized interpretations that apply the LRE provision equally to all children
with disabilities, including the deaf, are controversial (Cambra, 2002; Davila, 1992),
although public school placement continues to be universally regarded as
mainstreaming (Wilson, 1996).
Oral Deaf Students

Oral deaf students are deaf learners whose education emphasizes speaking and
listening without the use of signed communication. As part of their oral instruction, they
are trained to use residual hearing, amplification, and auditory training (Lane, 1997).
While they are not formally provided with instruction in speechreading (more commonly
referred to as lipreading), oral deaf students are expected to improve their
comprehension of spoken language by observing speakers’ facial expressions, lip
movements, and natural gestures (Cyrus, 2005, Katz, Cheyney, & Parsons, 2005; Lane,
Hoffmeister, & Bahan, 1996).
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
“Bodies are the battlefield.”
(Foucault, 1997)
Introduction
In this chapter, I discuss three topics that provide important context for the
ethnographical investigation that follows: (a) theoretical frameworks for understanding
deafness in general, (b) the methods and technologies utilized in educating oral deaf
students, and (c) the mainstreaming of deaf students. Under the heading “Constructions
of Deafness, I explore the two predominant views of deafness and briefly introduce an
alternative perspective on deafness that is well suited to analyzing the dynamics
between deaf students and their hearing teachers and peers in learning environments. In
the second section, “Oralism and Oral Deaf Students,” I trace the genesis of the oral
approach in the oral-manual debate and describe aspects of oral communication such
as speechreading and the use of amplification devices, also known as aided residual
hearing. In the final section, “Educating Deaf Students in Regular Schools,” I describe
mainstreaming as deaf students and other students with hearing loss experience it.
Constructions of Deafness
Controversies regarding the communication mode and educational placement of
deaf students can be traced to the very definitions or meanings attached to deafness
(Overstreet, 1999). The two prevailing views of deafness are (a) medical/pathological,
and (b) cultural/linguistic (Feinberg, 1998; Lane, 1999; Moores, 1996). The medical
model defines deafness as a condition to be remedied, whereas the cultural model
approaches deafness as a variety of human experience. Thus, these two perspectives
are held to be mutually exclusive; that is, conceptions of deafness can either be medical
or cultural, but they cannot be simultaneously medical and cultural. In addition to these
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two models, Brueggemann (1999) proposes a third, ecological model of deafness that is
situated in an educational context and that considers how students with deafness
function and interact with hearing teachers and peers.
Medical/Pathological Model
The medical/pathological perspective categorizes deaf people according to their
degree of hearing impairment, as measured in terms of decibel loss. Individuals with
hearing loss are classified according to how they compare to “normal” standards of
hearing based on clinical measures; i.e., they are classified by their degree of hearing
impairment, such as mild, moderate, severe, or profound (Hunt & Marshall, 2002).
Regardless of the nature and degree of hearing loss, the focus of the medical/
pathological model is on correcting or alleviating the ramifications of deafness. Doctors
and medical professionals are typically involved in finding ways to “cure” deafness or to
“help people who suffer” from the condition of not hearing (Van Cleve & Crouch, 1989, p.
vii). Clinicians help individuals with hearing loss or deafness become as normal as
possible by providing a remediation of the hearing loss (Bienvenu, 1991). The deaf are
offered hearing aids that may enhance their use of residual hearing and compensate for
their impaired hearing, while some individuals with profound deafness are may be
candidates for the surgical implantation of an internal device, a cochlear implant, to
replace the function of the auditory nerve.
Speech habilitation sessions are offered to assist deaf children in acquiring the
skills they need to communicate verbally. The term rehebilitetion is sometimes rejected
by helping professionals as a descriptor of the work they do for deaf children, because
the prefix re- suggests that the deaf child already possesses the skills that need to be
restored or improved. This is typically not the case in teaching speech to young deaf
children, because most of them are learning discrete verbalization and vocalization skills
for the first time. Speech habilitation includes training deaf children in voicing,

15

articulation, pitch, and breathing control so that they can produce the speech sounds
that they are not readily able to hear. When deaf children are taught to verbalize and
vocalize, they also receive attendant training in listening. They are required to wear
hearing aids, to utilize a cochlear implant or implants, or to use an additional assistive
listening device such as an FM system. Thus, auditory training is designed to enhance
the residual hearing of deaf children by teaching them to hear with or without
amplification.
Professionals who view deafness from a medical/pathological perspective
believe that spoken language should be the first language of the deaf child (Slobodzian,
2004). Although they do not subscribe to a uniform or standardized method for teaching
speechreading to deaf children, their work is designed to alleviate the impact of hearing
loss through the combined use of speechreading and amplification devices. The desired
outcome is for deaf students to communicate in spoken English.
Professionals and families who support this perspective also advocate educating
deaf students in regular schools alongside their hearing peers. Mainstreaming is
purported to assist in deaf students’ socialization and assimilation into the hearing
society (Paul & Jackson, 1993). Ultimately, the goal of any intervention is to prepare
deaf children for a life of integration into the hearing world.
Cultural/Linguistic Model
In contrast to the medical model, the cultural model views deafness not as a
defect to be remedied but as a part of human variety. Deaf people who primarily use
signs to communicate are considered members of a linguistic minority (Overstreet,
1999); they prefer to identify themselves by the uppercase adjective Deaf, which
signifies their shared cultural values and distinct language. They reject being identified
as individuals with disabilities and instead seek to be recognized as members of a
cultural/linguistic group.
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For Deaf people, the concept of degrees of hearing loss is meaningless and does
not play a significant role in their self and group identification. Proficiency in signed
communication and acceptance of deaf cultural beliefs and values matter the most for
this group of deaf individuals (Paul & Jackson, 1993). For example, hearing children of
deaf adults who grow up signing and are socialized in the Deaf world may be considered
members of the Deaf culture. Deaf individuals may therefore be classified using terms
that describe their language proficiency using American Sign Language (ASL), such as
(a) ASL monolinguals, (b) ASL-dominant bilinguals, (c) balanced bilinguals, (d) Englishdominant bilinguals, (e) English monolinguals, and (f) semilinguals (Kannapell, 1993).
Note that the focus of this classification is on the medium of communication used by a
Deaf person and not on the clinical assessment of one’s ability to hear. Another model,
proposed by Holcomb (1997), focuses on Deaf bicultural identity development and
describes deaf persons as either (a) balanced bicultural, (b) deaf-dominant bicultural, (c)
hearing-dominant bicultural, (d) culturally isolated, (e) culturally separate, (f) culturally
marginal, or (g) culturally captive. In this model, Deaf persons are categorized according
to the cultures they participate in, and the categories are defined in terms of language
choice and mode or modes of communication. These models reject the notion that
deafness is a disability. Instead, Deaf people are considered “normal people, who lead
normal lives, have their own language, and do not need extra assistance to survive”
(Bienvenu, 1991, p. 3).

Ecological/Social Systems Model
Like the cultural/linguistic model, the ecological/social systems model of
deafness regards clinical measures of deafness as unimportant. While the ecological
model recognizes that hearing loss affects the way deaf students interact with their
hearing teachers and peers, deafness is defined in the moment and in the context. The
impact of deafness is judged not in terms of its effect on the hearing-impaired student
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ability or lack of ability to navigate the difficulties associated with not hearing, but rather
in terms of the ability of the student’s hearing teachers and peers to cope with and
accommodate the ramifications of deafness in the classroom environment. That is, the
ecological model defines the meanings and implications of deafness in relation to the
interlocutors or other participants with whom the deaf person is communicating. The
ecological model emphasizes the importance of load-sharing in facilitating
communication and learning as deaf students and their hearing teachers and peers
interact in the classroom. Thus, deafness is not located in the person with deafness per
se, but in the expectations that evolve on both sides as hearing teachers and peers
interact with the deaf student, and vice versa.
The ecological model suggests that the mainstream classroom is a set stage that
deaf students enter. The hearing teachers and peers who inhabit that stage have, over
the years, learned ways of behaving and communicating while inhabiting other
mainstream spaces and places. As new entrants into the mainstream classrooms, deaf
students have to learn about and adapt to established ways of doing and being if they
are to meaningfully participate and become integral members of these classrooms.
Readjustments take place as deaf students and their hearing teachers and peers
become acquainted and interact with each other in mainstream classrooms; ultimately,
however, deafness is defined and re-defined based on how deaf students and their
hearing teachers and peers see themselves in relation to each other in mainstream
classrooms.
The ecological/social systems model that Brueggemann (1999) proposes is
suited to the present investigation because it allows space for recognizing and making
problematic the contradictions that are inherent in the medical model of deafness, as
well as in the motto espoused by supporters and believers of oral education: “we can do
anything but hear.” The very fact that “but hear” is added to the slogan suggests the
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importance of hearing and indicates that the inability to hear affects oral deaf students’
interactions with others. The ecological/social systems view is also applicable to oral
deaf high school students because, at their age, they already have some awareness of
how their deafness affects who they interact with and how they interact with those
individuals.
Oralism and Oral Deaf Students
Oral-Manual Debate
The education of the deaf in the United States began in the 1880s when formal
schooling became available to all American children. Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet
introduced French Sign Language to a large number of deaf children who enrolled at the
American School for the Deaf and Dumb in Hartford, Connecticut (Gannon, 1981;
Winefield, 1996). The students at the American School, who came from various regions
in the Northeast, brought with them signs used at home that were later combined with
the French signs introduced by Gallaudet. The conglomeration of French signs and
home signs eventually came to be known as “The Sign Language” (Pitman & Huefner,
2001).

Gallaudet subsequently worked with the U.S. legislature to create training
programs for teachers of the deaf throughout the country. The availability of teachers, in
turn, was instrumental in the creation of state-supported schools for the deaf. These
schools for the deaf became the centers of deaf language and culture, as well as safe
places where deaf children communicated freely as they were introduced into the Deaf
culture.
In September 1880, a historic change in how deaf children were educated began
at the Second International Congress on the Education of the Deaf in Milan, Italy. An
influential few, among them Alexander Graham Bell, questioned sign language as a
mode of communication for deaf children at the Milan Convention. Citing the fact that the
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Latin root of the word language is lingua, meaning “tongue,” attendees rejected sign
language because the hands were being used to communicate instead of the tongue.
Convinced that teaching sign language was an injustice to deaf children, attendees of
the Milan Convention ratified a change in the focus of deaf education, and the oral
method became the primary approach to educating deaf children.
The prominence of the oral method did not necessarily result in the demise of
sign language. Communication through signs continued in homes, classrooms, and
other social settings where deaf people gathered. In fact, communication through sign
language prevailed even in institutions that supposedly supported the oral method
(Winefield, 1996; Davis, 1995). Despite its persistence for social and communicative
purposes, sign language was viewed as the “wicked stepchild” of deaf education
(Gannon, 1981). Deaf children who failed to acquire oral language and communication
skills were placed in classrooms using sign language (Padden & Humphries, 1988).
It was not until the 1960s, when a linguist interested in sign language, William
Stokoe, described the syntax and grammatical foundations of sign language, that
American Sign Language (ASL) became accepted as a language equivalent to English
and all other spoken languages (Stokoe, 1960). Stokoe’s groundbreaking research
spurred interest and compelled the formal recognition of ASL (Pitman & Huefner, 2001).
Today, ASL is offered as a foreign language in some U.S. universities, and many deaf
persons, especially deaf adults use it routinely for communication purposes. Today, ASL
remains a centerpiece of Deaf culture.
Varieties of the Oral Approach

There are a number of commercial ventures that market their own oral methods
under trademarked names. Names such as “Listen and Speak,” “Listen and Talk,” and
“Hear and Say” are popular approaches for intervention and are often associated with a
commercial logo. Labels used to teach speech to the deaf serve as a basis for
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competition for clients. There is no shortage of methods to foster the development of
oral skills among deaf children. The main purpose of oral methods is to support the
acquisition of spoken language through the use of residual hearing and speechreading
(Spencer & Marschark, 2006). Without totally ignoring the impact of hearing loss on deaf
children’s ability to acquire and learn English, proponents of oral methods argue that
“young children who are deaf or hearing impaired can be educated through use of their
own residual hearing, however slight” (Northern & Downs, 2002; p. 358). Yet there is
really no single method of oral education. Instead, oral method is a collective term that
refers to a group of interventions that focus on the development of different aspects of
verbal communication (Gatty, 1996) and may include any or all of the following: speech,
aided residual hearing, and speechreading. Oral methods differ along several
dimensions, such as the perceived value of the use of residual hearing, the relative
attention given to other sensory information such as speechreading or cueing, and the
sequencing of linguistic input. For example, Auditory-Verbal Therapy is based on a set of
principles designed to achieve maximum use of hearing for learning that does not use
formalized visual communication systems, so that deaf children can develop more
sophisticated use of their hearing and speaking skills. On the other hand, some speechlanguage pathologists and teachers of the deaf reduce the ambiguity of speechreading
by adding visual and tactile signals. For example, Cued Speech accompanies speech
utterances with hand cues that are executed close to the mouth to reinforce the auditory
signals that deaf students obtain through aided hearing (Alegria & Lechat, 2005).
Different configurations of hand cues correspond to various speech sounds. While
modifications to some programs may be recommended on a case-by-case basis, other
programs prescribe strict adherence to their methods and techniques.
In spite of the obvious challenges of teaching speech to the deaf and training
deaf children to make use of their compromised hearing, supporters recognize strong
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incentives for subscribing to oral methods. Advocates of oral methods want more than
just to ensure that deaf children acquire a basic spoken vocabulary. They view spoken
language as a means to literacy, education, and full participation in society (Spencer &
Marschark, 2006). Gatty (1996) believes that a deaf child who speaks is more likely to
participate in mainstream classrooms and thus have greater educational and social
opportunities. Being able to communicate orally is expected to lead to a more
independent adult life, as employers are more likely to hire a deaf person who speaks
rather than a deaf person who gestures and points (Northern & Downs, 2002). Ling
(1990) notes that a deaf child who speaks has greater opportunities for higher education,
has a wider range of career options, and is likely to have greater job security. He also
notes that deaf children and adults who speak are more likely to be integrated socially
and to experience fewer personal restrictions. While learning English can certainly help
many individuals, generalizing these findings on the basis of a few cases can be
problematic and it is unclear whether these assertions are supported by research for all
individuals with profound hearing loss or deafness.
Oral Deaf Students and Language Acquisition

The oral approach is founded on the belief that the ability to communicate
verbally is a basic human right that children with hearing loss deserve (Estabrooks,
1994). Because 90% of deaf children are born to hearing families (Ling, 2002), their
parents view teaching deaf children to speak as the logical choice. For them, teaching
deaf children to speak is a basic human right because “children with all degrees of
hearing impairment deserve an opportunity to develop the ability to listen and to use
verbal communication within their own family and community constellations”
(Estabrooks, 1994, p. 3). It is reasoned that because the majority of people in the United
States speak English, teaching deaf children spoken English will best prepare them to
participate in American classrooms and workplaces.
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Another motivation for choosing to teach deaf children to speak is to prepare
them to enter regular schools where verbal communication serves as currency for
exchange with hearing teachers and peers. Part of the rationale for mainstreaming is
that deaf children need hearing children as models of appropriate behavior, standard
language, and conventional communication (Baynton, 1997). However, the claim that
increased mainstreaming of deaf students can facilitate their identification with hearing
peers (Kluwin, Moores & Gaustad, 1992) is not supported by research. To the contrary,
the intense focus on making oral deaf children “normal” in the mainstream environment
serves as the very context where oral deaf students experience their deafness as a
disadvantage when participating in language and literacy events.
Hearing loss is a major risk factor for language impairment (Wolgemuth, Kamhi,
& Lee, 1998); however, not all deaf children have language impairment. There is no
reason why deaf students who acquire some aspects of language should be any more
homogenous than their hearing counterparts (Gilbertson & Kamhi, 1995). Just as
hearing students have academic, social, and language strengths and weaknesses, deaf
children also have some strengths and weaknesses in their academic, social, and
language skills (Johnson, 1997).
Although oral deaf students seek to be fully functional in English, the process by
which they learn the English language varies from that of their hearing peers. Because
they grow up unable to readily access verbal exchanges (Glickman, 1993), they do not
spontaneously pick up vocabulary and pragmatic language skills. Growing up deaf
compromises their access to contextual and indirect learning. Much of their linguistic
knowledge, as well as their fund of general knowledge, is learned in classrooms from
trained and receptive communication partners who take the time to explain rather than
simply assume that deaf children know what is being talked about. As will be discussed
in the following section on speechreading, most deaf children also experience difficulty in
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perceiving the full spectrum of human speech as well as in learning words and their
meanings.
Learning to speak and master English is bound to be challenging for oral deaf
students. In particular, their semantic and syntactic mastery may be affected by their
phonological repertoire (Yoshinaga-ltano, 1992). Because they are unable to sufficiently
hear the full range of sounds of the English language, their speech is often marked by
articulation departures. Specifically, they are more likely to produce the sounds they
hear through their aided residual hearing. Because the suprasegmental features of
spoken language are such that not every syllable is stressed, it is likely that deaf
students will not perceive all of the syllables and sounds in the spoken message. For
example, the unstressed syllables in a word and the unstressed words in a sentence are
likely to be missed or inaccurately perceived. The syllables and words that they are
unable to hear in connected discourse are therefore likely to be missing in their
expressive language, which is typically marked by omissions or distortions of unstressed
syllables. Similarly in their written language, oral deaf students tend to leave out
conjunctions or auxiliary verbs that are typically unstressed in sentences. The
development of conversational competence among oral deaf students is related to their
frequencies of opportunities to interact with their hearing teachers and peers in
mainstream classrooms (Hulsing, Luetke-Stahlman, Loeb, Nelson, & Wegener, 1995).
Pragmatic weaknesses in how deaf students interact with their hearing teachers and
peers during language and literacy events in mainstream classrooms may be due in part
to the way they learn to interact in therapy sessions (Johnson, 1997), which are often
individualized and are focused on correction. In mainstream classrooms, where there
are more speakers than airtime, oral deaf students may not feel as much need to
contribute, or they may not know how to jump into class discussions. The tendency of
hearing persons to inadvertently exclude deaf persons from conversations sometimes
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begins when the deaf are very young. Repeated experiences of communicative isolation
may lead them to accept verbal isolation as the norm. In addition, oral deaf students may
hesitate to speak up, knowing that their speech production is either imperfect or even
unintelligible to listeners who are not used to listening to deaf speech. On the other
hand, deaf students can enhance their listening and speaking abilities by being part of
interactive, real-life situations that afford them the opportunity to use language naturally
(Hasenstab & Laughton, 1995).
Identifying and documenting factors that influence the acquisition of oral
language by deaf children can be particularly difficult. Some deaf students develop only
limited oral language skills despite the use of amplification, extensive intervention, and
specialized educational programming (Moeller, Osberger, & Eccarius, 1986). Factors
that can produce variations in communicative competence and language proficiency
include the type of amplification device used by the student, the student’s opportunities
for interactions, the age at which the student became deaf, the student’s level of
language training, and the student’s individual characteristics, among others. As they
attempt to perceive spoken language, oral deaf students cope with multiple, incomplete,
and sometimes competing inputs. The process of making sense of verbal information by
speechreading and through aided residual hearing involves keeping up with interactive
processes that are not always parallel, but are sometimes competing and asynchronous
(Grant, 2003). As the following sections will show, speechreading and aided residual
hearing can be an incomplete means to accessing verbal input.
Speechreadinq
Practitioners of the oral approach reject lipreading as a descriptor for the process
of visually accessing spoken language. Visually accessing speech is more than just
reading lips, and so they consider speechreading to be the more appropriate term
because it is the “whole face that the deaf person needs to watch” (Kisor,
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1990).Unfortunately for oral deaf students, being able to watch the whole face is no
guarantee that everything said and uttered will be accurately perceived and received.
When speechreading is the only channel used to access spoken language, important
features of speech such as accent, stress, and intonation are lost or imperceptible. Of
the segmental (vowels and consonants) features of speech, deaf children typically
access only about 40% of the speech sounds perceived by individuals with normal
hearing (Grant, 2003). Visemes, speech sounds that are visible in the mouth, can
contribute to confusion because their place and manner of articulation may look very
similar, so that /mat/ can be mistaken as /bad/ or /pat/. In addition, distinction between
voiced and unvoiced segmental features can only be perceived auditorily, so that /t/ and
/d/, /p/ and /b/, and /k/ and /g/ are visually indistinguishable. To lessen the need for
guessing on the part of oral deaf students, speakers must narrow the context of
discussions and cue the topic of conversations, both verbally and visually. Kisor (1990)
urged speakers to avoid extraneous movements while speaking. Speakers also need to
be aware that certain speech sounds—such as /h/, /k/, /g/, and /ng/—are impossible to
tell apart visually. A common word such as “map” could just as easily be “pop,” and “ten”
could just as easily be “dead.”
To make speech visually accessible to deaf students, Kisor (1990) offered a
series of suggestions, such as using plenty of light to illuminate speakers, minimizing
visual and auditory distractions, clueing in topics, and marking transitions in verbal
exchanges. Speakers are urged to speak at a slightly slower pace and to rephrase when
necessary. The specificity of these suggestions underlines the limitations of
speechreading, which critics consider a cumbersome and undependable alternative to
actually hearing spoken language. When used alone, speechreading is insufficient as a
means to accessing speech and is part of the reason why oral methods incorporate
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additional dimensions, such as the use of aided residual hearing, contextual and
situational clues, and print media.
Supporters of oral methods do not agree on the value and use of visible cues to
support speechreading. Some believe that oral deaf students’ ability to acquire spoken
language can be supported by providing clear auditory and visual cues. For example,
according to Fry (1966), oral deaf students’ ability to acquire spoken language may have
little to do with the degree of hearing loss or the clarity of spoken language. Fie suggests
the use of visual cues to support auditory cues. Alegria and Lechat (2005) as well as
Waldstein and Boothroyd (1995) suggest the use of additional techniques such as Cued
Speech to facilitate stronger and richer language input. In Cued Speech, speakers
mouth the words and accompany their lip movements with hand gestures that
correspond to specific sounds. While the majority of oral method proponents clearly
value visible cues that support speechreading, Watson (1998) claims that speechreading
and the use of natural gestures can be confusing and can hamper auditory access to
spoken input.

Aided Residual Hearing
Congenital or early-onset deafness results in dramatic delays in the development
of oral language (Geers, 2006). Delays are noted among students with mild to moderate
hearing loss (Carney & Moeller, 1998), although they tend to develop more intelligible
speech and relatively stronger language skills when compared to their peers with severe
to profound hearing losses (Cole & Paterson, 1984). Generally, the more significant the
hearing loss, the greater the impact will be on the child’s oral language.
No single approach is effective in facilitating the oral language development of all
children with hearing loss (Eriks-Brophy, 2004). One approach may work well for specific
groups of children with hearing loss but not for others. Yet, practitioners and supporters
of the oral approach agree that compromised hearing can be improved through the use
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of technology, because amplification allows children with hearing loss to hear more
sounds, especially human speech (Easterbrooks & Baker, 2002). Being able to hear a
greater range of speech sounds also increases the likelihood of better articulation. Deaf
students have an increased chance of producing better speech sounds when they can
hear the sounds that they are trying to produce. Auditory training—that is, teaching oral
deaf child students to listen and hear through aided residual hearing—is necessary in
facilitating the development of oral language skills. Early identification and intervention
programs (Spencer & Marschark, 2006) have contributed to a better understanding of
early language acquisition in deaf children. Support to families, advanced innovations in
hearing technology, and the development of assistive listening devices are all believed
to have raised expectations for the development of spoken language in deaf children.
Recent advances in medicine and technology have facilitated a greater emphasis
on the use of residual hearing (Watson, 1998). Analog hearing aids are being replaced
by digital hearing aids that can be programmed to fit to each wearer’s audiological
profile, and additionally provide better separation of signal from noise. During cochlear
implant surgery, electrodes can be more precisely inserted in specific areas of the
cochlea, thus improving the response of the auditory nerve to stimulation. FM systems
have been miniaturized for greater portability and are designed with noise and
reverberation-canceling features; they are also now compatible with cochlear implants.
Improvements in hearing aids, cochlear implants, and FM devices are all intended to
improve the breadth, degree, and quality of their auditory enhancement. In spite of these
technological advances in amplification, however, deaf students continue to have
difficulty in communicating verbally, and their participation in verbal exchanges continues
to be significantly compromised because listening to digitized and/or electrical signals is
not the same as listening to natural acoustic signals. After discussing in more detail the
three main types of devices avaible for hearing amplification purposes, I will consider
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some other strategies that can facilitate communication between the oral deaf and their
hearing peers.
Hearing Aids

Hearing aids are either ear-level or body-worn assistive devices that are used by
the majority of deaf individuals. Hearing aids amplify sounds by collecting acoustic
signals from the environment through a microphone, amplifying the signals, and then
directing the amplified signals to the deaf student's ear through a receiver. Most
bilaterally deaf children are fitted with binaural (two-paired) ear-level hearing aids.
Binaural hearing aids help the user to hear in noisy environments, to locate the sources
of sounds, and to perceive fuller auditory input. Because deaf children may have
different degrees of hearing loss in each ear, two correctly fitted hearing aids balance
out differences in hearing loss and facilitate improved listening. When a person listens
with both ears, environmental sounds and speech seem fuller, and integration of bilateral
listening is improved.
The phasing out of analog hearing aids was hastened by the introduction and
aggressive marketing of digital and programmable hearing aids that improve speech
sounds and allow more precise regulation of the loudness of auditory signals (Spencer &
Marschark, 2006). In addition to better management of signals, hearing aids and FM
systems have also been miniaturized and cosmetically redesigned to make regular use
favorable, especially among school-age deaf users. Better maintenance ensures optimal
functioning and promotes favorable listening conditions (Watson, 1998).
Cochlear Implants

The cochlear implant is an electronic device that requires surgical insertion of
electrodes into the region of the inner ear known as the cochlea. An external speech
processor converts sound waves into electrical impulses. These electrical impulses are
transmitted to the auditory nerve, where “hearing” can take place. The cochlear implant
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is said to offer severe to profoundly deaf children opportunities to access sound that may
not otherwise be audible with hearing aids. These devices help children acquire spoken
communication when combined with an appropriate and intensive therapeutic regimen.
Severe to profoundly deaf children who receive a cochlear implant or implants at an
early age and are enrolled in programs that focus on the development of auditory skills
have demonstrated excellent listening skills and a high level of spoken communication
ability.
As in the case of hearing aids and FM systems, use of cochlear implants gives
an individual the possibility to hear. Without implants, some oral deaf students would be
totally deaf. The electrodes make possible the conversion of sound waves into electrical
signals, but cochlear-implanted students still have to speechread because it is often hard
to construct meaning and achieve coherence when utterances are incompletely
perceived (Moores, 1995). While many parents, families, and deaf adults welcome
cochlear implants, subjecting children to cochlear implant surgery remains one of the
more controversial interventions among the Deaf community.
Advances in cochlear implantation and modifications to the candidacy criteria
have led to increasing numbers of device implantations in younger deaf children and
better coding strategies. For example, within the last two decades, cochlear implants
have moved from single channel devices to devices with as many as 32 channels
(Fryauf-Bertschy, Tyler, Kelsay & Gantz, 1992). In addition, candidacy criteria have been
liberalized to include younger children and those with greater residual hearing (Kirk,
Miyamoto, Ying, Lento, O’Neill, & Fears, 2002). The rate of auditory skills development
appears to be increasing as cochlear technology improves and deaf children receive
cochlear implants at younger ages. Studies on the effects of cochlear implants show that
deaf children achieve open-set speech recognition within their first year with the device
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(Miyamoto, Kirk, Svirsky, & Sehgal, 1999), and that they continue to develop their skills
over time (Fryauf-Berschy, Kelsay & Gantz, 1992).
FM Systems.

Personal hearing aids and cochlear implants are most helpful in one-to-one
communication situations or in group settings under ideal listening conditions. But the
further away a speaker is from the listener, the weaker the signal is, and the less
effective the hearing device. These factors limit the effectiveness of these amplification
devices in larger group situations and when communication conditions are less than
ideal. In these cases, an FM system in combination with and individual’s personal
hearing aids or cochlear implants may provide enhanced listening abilities.
In the classroom setting an FM system consists of the teacher’s microphone and
transmitter and the student’s receiver. The microphone, worn about 6 inches away from
the mouth, is designed to pick up the speaker's voice, which should be a stronger signal
than the background noise or the reverberation signals that the system receives. The
teacher's voice is transmitted by one specific FM radio frequency to the student's
receiver. The receiver works in conjunction with the hearing aid or cochlear implant to
amplify the sound of the speaker’s voice. Regardless of the distance from the teacher,
the signal that arrives at the student's ears will be as strong as if the teacher were next
to the student. FM transmission can improve speech-to-noise signal ratio and help
resolve perception of degraded auditory signals. In addition, FM systems are now
equipped with Bluetooth technology so that oral deaf students who wear them can
switch the system between three modes (one-to-one, small group, and whole class) as
necessary.
In mainstream classrooms where deaf and hard-of-hearing children cannot
always be in close proximity to the teacher, the FM system is a critical supplement to
hearing aids and/or cochlear implants. Fortunately, the use of an FM system is not
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complicated for oral deaf students and the receiver is much like a small, personal radio.
There are no wires that limit mobility. In addition, a transmitter and microphone can be
passed from teacher to student and can be clipped on a collar. FM systems
accommodate distances of up to 200 feet from the teacher and permit deaf students to
be "tuned in" for assemblies and lectures as well as many other types of large-group
activities.
Facilitating the Participation of Oral Deaf Students in Mainstream Classrooms
Mainstream classrooms tend to be noisy places. All sounds reverberate or reflect
off walls, windows, and other reflective surfaces in the classrooms. Because typical
classrooms have hard walls, a hard ceiling, and no carpeting, reverberation creates
significant acoustic interference that makes it difficult for oral deaf students to participate
in language and literacy events. When the background noise is as intense as or even
stronger than the speaker's voice, use of amplification devices and speechreading are
not enough to support interaction between oral deaf students and their hearing teachers
and peers. For oral deaf students to participate in mainstream classrooms, work must be
focused on two fronts: facilitating oral deaf students’ access to verbal exchange and
modifying the mainstream classroom listening environment.
The combined demands of speechreading and hearing through hearing aids
and/or cochlear implants often limit or alter the manner and degree to which oral deaf
students can participate in language and literacy events in mainstream classrooms.
Hearing through aided residual hearing and speechreading does not guarantee that oral
deaf students will be able to follow class discussions. The use of hearing aids, cochlear
implants, and/or FM systems only means that deaf students have increased chances of
accessing the speech of their hearing teachers and peers in mainstream classrooms.
Speechreading and using aided residual hearing to access spoken language is
not similar to hearing and listening to spoken language with a normal hearing system.
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The input that oral deaf students receive is typically incomplete even when amplification
is utilized. Making sense of incomplete signals requires filling in the blanks and paying
attention to contextual clues and environmental signals. Acoustic and/or tactile
supplements to speechreading continue to be necessary to enrich visual speech cues
(Grant, 2003) that enable oral deaf students to separate signal from noise.
Speechreading requires oral deaf students to maintain visual focus to perceive,
understand, and interpret language and literacy events in mainstream classrooms. When
they know who is talking, they will know where to look and whom to look at.
Unfortunately, during class discussions, it is not always possible for deaf students to
visually identify the speaker readily unless turns in the conversation are overtly signaled.
By the time deaf students locate the speaker, the conversational turn may already be
halfway through. Thus, they are bound to experience gaps in the input they perceive and
receive.
Additional steps need to be taken to optimize mainstream classrooms as learning
environments for deaf students. These include (1) passing the microphone around in
classes where deaf students use FM systems, (2) ongoing cooperation by hearing
teachers and peers to allow participation of oral deaf students in language and literacy
events in mainstream classrooms, (3) allowing deaf students to choose their own seats,
which is not only empowering, but it allows the students the opportunity to make
decisions and to learn to advocate for their needs. Often such opportunities are few and
far between for mainstreamed deaf students.
The combined requirements of speechreading and aided listening leave little
room for oral deaf students to attend to tasks that are essential to learning in mainstream
classrooms, such as notetaking, reading along, taking dictation, and following notes on
the board. In order to access speech in mainstream classrooms, oral deaf students have
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to participate somewhat differently and must rely on others if they are to accomplish
certain tasks that are integral to learning.
Educating Deaf Students in Regular Schools
Before Public Law 94-142

Before Public Law 94-142, approximately 60% of deaf children attended statesponsored residential schools for the deaf (Moores & Kluwin, 1985). Because state
governments were only willing to pay for residential schools for the deaf (Winefield,
1996), enrollment in these state-sponsored schools often meant that deaf children were
separated from their families at a very young age. In the 1990s, 70% of all school-age
deaf children attended local public schools (Schildroth & Hotto, 1994). Busing and room
and board in residential schools were expensive. Many states considered it cheaper to
educate deaf children close to their homes. Winefield (1996) derisively characterized the
move to regular schools by deaf students as a “cost-effective charade” (p. 113). When
Public Law 94-142 was enacted, cost was not the only issue that was controversial in
deaf education.
After Public Law 94-142

Because Public Law 94-142 is defined as a civil rights statute rather than an
educational mandate, administrators in regular schools give very little regard to the
academic and curricular requirements of deaf students (Ramsey, 1994). In urban
centers, deaf students are ferried to schools where they are placed in self-contained
classes taught by a teacher of the deaf. Typically, they are not a part of the academic
program of the regular school and their interactions with hearing students are often
limited (Allen, 1992, 1986). Support services are inadequate and are often eliminated
without discussion (Mitchell, 2005). In spite of the schools’ lack of commitment to
addressing the educational needs of deaf students and failure to fulfill the promise of
integration, enrolling deaf children in regular schools continues to gain momentum.
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Currently, up to 80% of school-age deaf children attend mainstream educational settings
(Geertz, 2003; Marschark, 1997).
Implementation of mainstreaming has discriminated against more severely deaf
students from racial, ethnic, and linguistic minority backgrounds. The extent to which
racial minority students experience isolation from and oppression by the dominant
culture (Harry, 1992) is mirrored in the educational placement of deaf students from
minority backgrounds. Black and Hispanic deaf students, who are described as a
prototypical caste-like minority because they tend to internalize rejection of the dominant
culture (Ogbu, 1978, 1987), are underrepresented in integrated settings (Mitchell, 2005;
Moores & Kluwin, 1985, 1986). Black and Hispanic students are not only denied equal
educational opportunities, but placement decisions condition them to under-perform in
less challenging academic environments. This is particularly disturbing, given that not all
deaf students who possess the skills to be mainstreamed are attending integrated
classes (Moores & Kluwin, 1985). Possibly, deserving Black and Hispanic students are
systematically prevented from accessing appropriate academic opportunities.
Profound deafness does not preclude satisfactory academic performance
(Maxon, Brackett, & van der Berg, 1991), yet current mainstream placement practices
tend to discriminate against students with the most severe hearing impairments. These
students are often placed in self-contained classes (Karchmer & Mitchell, 2003; Moores
& Kluwin, 1985), while students with mild to moderate hearing losses are more likely to
be placed in regular schools. Because research findings clearly associate mainstream
placement with higher achievement, it is likely that students with severe to profound
impairments will show lower academic achievement scores than their normal hearing
peers as well as their hearing impaired peers with less severe hearing losses by virtue of
the fact that their academic placements may limit their access to the academic rigors
and high expectations that are typically found in mainstream placements.
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As suggested above, the academic integration of deaf students in regular
schools can be highly selective. Some school districts loosely interpret mainstreaming
and include deaf students in self-contained classes within the local public school
(Moores, 1996). However, deaf students in self-contained classes are academically
segregated, even though physically they are in integrated settings. These placements
often result from halfhearted attempts to address deaf students’ difficulties in regular
education. Special education referrals eventually result in the placement of students in
self-contained classes, rather than efforts at accommodating the deaf student within
regular classrooms (Maheady, Towne, Algozzine, Mercer, & Ysseldyke, 1983). Rather
than carefully tailoring individualized instruction to enable deaf students to engage in
regular classes, educators assign them to self-contained classes where the curriculum is
simplified and instruction is delivered at a slower pace (Foster & Brown, 1989). Regular
education teachers and administrators justify their decisions with claims that the needs
of deaf students are better met in self-contained classes. However, deaf students who
receive instruction primarily in self-contained classes express negative feelings about
their school experiences (Wilson, 1996) and often view this placement as masked
segregation.
The existence of self-contained classes for deaf students leads to selective
dispersion and a denial of the real educational requirements of deaf students (Ramsey,
1994). Grouping deaf students in self-contained classes is seemingly valid considering
that teachers of the deaf or special education teachers teach these classes. Regular and
self-contained classrooms, however, do not necessarily provide similar curricula and
course offerings. As a result, there is often a large discrepancy between the academic
choices, curricular content, and conceptual challenges available to deaf students in
separate and integrated classrooms (Wilson, 1996). Specifically, special education and
regular education within the same school rarely demand equivalent academic rigor, and
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more is expected from regular education students than from their special education
peers. Regular education teachers are known to cover a greater amount of content
and/or give more demanding homework assignments (Stinson & Antia, 1999; Wilson,
1996) than special education teachers. Moreover, the academic performance of deaf
students is directly correlated with their teachers’ subject matter expertise and
accumulated professional experience (Moores, 1996; Moores & Kluwin, 1985). Because
regular education teachers receive more intensive content preparation than special
education teachers, when deaf students are removed from regular classrooms and
placed in self-contained classrooms, they are inadvertently denied access to relatively
rigorous academic experiences.

CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODS

“One cannot ‘see’ or hear the familiar until it is made strange.”
(Edgerton, 1996, p. 166)
This chapter begins with a discussion of the theoretical lens used in this study,
critical ethnography. Next, I discuss the community and high school that served as the
context of the study, and I introduce the focal participants and classroom teachers.
Finally, I describe the research design, including data collection, data analysis, and
Bloome et al.’s (2005) model for exploring power relations using Microethnographic
Discourse Analysis.
Theoretical Framework

Public Law 94-142, which guarantees Free and Appropriate Public Education
(FAPE) in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), is the guiding principle for educating
students with disabilities. The concept of Least Restrictive Environment has been
interpreted as referring to the educational setting that provides students with the greatest
exposure to general education students and students with disabilities. Insofar as
educating oral deaf students is concerned, education in the Least Restrictive
Environment means the opportunity to attend classes with hearing teachers and peers.
While the increased enrollment of students with disabilities in regular schools is
touted as an important accomplishment of the 1997 reauthorized version of Public Law
94-142, the IDEA, enrollment of oral deaf students in regular schools continues to be a
popular but controversial placement option (Ramsey, 1997). Critics argue that assuring a
place for oral deaf students in regular schools does not necessarily ensure their
meaningful participation and full access to instruction (Cambra, 2002; Schildroth & Hotto,
1994). Although they have been credited with superior academic performance when
compared to their deaf peers in separate schools, mainstreamed deaf students have
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been reported to be socially and communicatively isolated in mainstream classrooms.
The seeming disconnect between the achievements and shortcomings of educating oral
deaf students in classes with hearing teachers and peers serves as the sociopolitical
backdrop of this study.
Critical Ethnography

The goal of this study is to investigate the day-to-day experiences of oral deaf
students in mainstream classrooms “with the implicit goal of improving the quality of life
of society or a subgroup of society” (Foster, 1996, p. 3). Taking a humanized approach
to the question of how oral deaf students function in learning environments that purport
to prepare students of all abilities to function in the world beyond school, this study
intensively focuses on a few oral deaf focal participants in order to understand the
subtleties of mainstreaming (Sheridan, 2001).
The study examines the mainstreaming experiences of a few oral deaf students
through the lens of critical ethnography. One feature that makes ethnography “critical” is
turning a “skeptical eye on assumptions and ideas that have become ‘naturalized’ and
are no longer questioned” (Pennycook, 2000, p. 7). In this study, mainstream
classrooms are viewed as contact zones or “social spaces where disparate cultures
meet, clash, [and] grapple with each other, often in highly asymmetrical relations of
domination and subordination” (Pratt, 1992, p.4). Part of what is at stake in mainstream
classrooms is not just power relations related to the acquisition of knowledge, but also
the types of power dynamics that operate on a day-to-day basis and shape the overall
mainstreaming experience of oral deaf students. Aiming to move beyond a “thick
description” (Geertz, 1973) of deaf students’ interactions with their hearing teachers and
peers, this study focuses on models of power and power relations that come into play in
what are supposed to be Least Restrictive Environments for oral deaf students.
Ethnographic research methods that require researchers to become acquainted with
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participants in a social setting and to record their observations and participation in
systematic ways (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995) allow the uncovering of multiple truths
about power relations in mainstream classrooms. Rather than extricating the oral deaf
focal participants from the mainstream classrooms that they inhabit, researchers can
examine their uses of language, actions, and interactions in the context of the American
ideals of equality and social justice. By combining prolonged participant-observation in
the field with a questioning attitude toward assumptions and ideas about the actions and
interactions that take place in the mainstream environment, it is possible to examine
“culturally hegemonic practices” and to document “cultural conflicts” (Trueba, 1995) that
may be taking place in mainstream classrooms.
Carspecken (1996) describes critical researchers as finding contemporary
society to be inequitable, disparate, and both covertly and overtly exploitative to some
individuals. As a visual minority in a largely phonocentric environment (Bauman, 2004),
oral deaf students entered learning settings that are largely arranged around the verbal
and auditory channels with differential access to resources. Because deafness possibly
precipitates an asymmetry in access, the actions and interactions between teachers and
students in mainstream classrooms cannot be viewed as neutral. Negotiations are as
necessary as roles and relationships, norms and expectations, and rights and
obligations.
Ethnographic research methods allow both deeper and broader examination of
discourses in the classroom (Bloome & Willett, 1991). One way to examine
contradictions that have emerged between the stated goals and implementation of
Public Law 94-142 is to look at uses of language in mainstream classrooms, because
language is a powerful tool for making evident hidden power relations, injustices, and
biases (Corson, 2000). In this study, uses of language serve as the window through
which thinking, valuing, and acting (Gee, 1990) are examined in the context of the legal
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guarantees that facilitated the presence of oral deaf students in classes with their
hearing teachers and peers. The primary purpose of this study is to investigate how
mainstream classrooms might or might not be Least Restrictive Environments for the
education of oral deaf students. A secondary objective of this study is to consider uses
of language and to explore the social identities that oral deaf students adopt as they
interact with hearing teachers and peers in mainstream classrooms.
Research Context

My choice of the oral deaf focal participants for this study and the methods I used
to collect and analyze my data were connected to my role as a district-wide Hearing
Specialist/Team Liaison for mainstreamed oral deaf students. I collected my data during
my 10th year in Nortonsmith Public Schools. As in previous years, I traveled to
Nortonsmith’s four elementary schools, one middle school, and one high school each
week. I reviewed audiological reports and discussed educational programming for each
of the deaf and hard-of-hearing students on my caseload. While principals typically did
not allow parents to handpick teams and teachers, some flexibility applied to my deaf
students. They solicited my input for team and classroom placement. To give the best
possible placement recommendation for each student on my caseload, I visited
classrooms and spoke with teachers at different times throughout the school year to
understand how comfortable and prepared each one felt about having a deaf student in
the classroom. Teachers who had never had deaf students were “nervous” about the
idea and sought information about working with a deaf student. On the other hand,
teachers who had taught one or two deaf students previously tended to be more open to
having a deaf student in their classrooms. The only exception to the generally positive
welcome came from teachers who deemed previous students to be “demanding” in
terms of time both in and out of the classroom. They tended to ask more questions about
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their prospective students and also sought reassurance that they would receive support
while working with a deaf student.
The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S. C. §12101) guarantees
equal access for all learners regardless of race, gender, or abilities. Technically,
students have a right to be in any classroom they wish to be part of. As the hearing
specialist/team liaison for deaf students, my interest was to ensure the genuine inclusion
of deaf students in regular classrooms (Marschark, Lang, & Albertini, 2002) and to
minimize potential conflict between teachers, the deaf students, and their families. Over
the years, I worked with several parents who were very strong and relentless advocates
for their deaf children. When accommodations and support services were not
implemented to the degree that parents thought they should have been, I interceded on
behalf of their children and participated in meetings with the director of special education
and/or the school superintendent to resolve issues. As the go-between for oral deaf
students, their parents, the administration, and teachers, I stayed in regular contact with
students and their parents and teachers and meticulously maintained records.
Because my focus was to ensure quality education for mainstreamed oral deaf
students, I valued my professional relationship with my teaching colleagues in the
district. I recognized that when working with deaf students, different teachers had
different levels of comfort and preparedness. The attitude of teachers towards deaf
students is known to be especially critical in setting the tone for their genuine inclusion in
mainstream classrooms (Stinson, Liu, Saur, & Long, 1996; Foster & Brown, 1988). I tried
to get to know teachers and helped prepare them to welcome deaf students. My idea
was not to routinely assign deaf students to classes with teachers who would welcome
them, but to see this process as an opportunity to collaborate with other professionals.
As the hearing specialist/team liaison, I saw each of my contacts with teachers as an
opportunity to contribute to their growth as professionals. I chose teachers whom I
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deemed ready to open their classrooms and their professional palette to learners with
unique requirements. Ultimately, decisions about placement were driven by each oral
deaf student’s interests, academic performance, and learning requirements. I relied on
my understanding of each student’s strengths and weaknesses as a learner, reviewed
graduation requirements, and outlined course loads to balance what each student
considered tough and easy classes. Every semester, I worked with new teachers to
increase placement choices for students.
I coordinated with the tutor of the deaf, Mrs. Silver, and scheduled academic
assistance according to the level of support each student needed. Because Mrs. Silver
worked individually with deaf students, my goal was to ensure that deaf students who
required intensive individualized support received one-to-one academic assistance.
Where two students shared a period with Mrs. Silver, the best possible match was
sought by scheduling students who were able to work together with some degree of
independence. In rare one-to-two cases, Mrs. Silver accordingly planned each session
so she could attend to one student while the other was occupied with a specific task and
vice versa. In addition to Mrs. Silver’s schedule, the availability of the speech and
language pathologist, who was shared between the middle school and the high school,
impacted scheduling. Time for speech therapy was taken out of academic assistance.
As much as possible, students who needed individualized speech instruction as
specified in their lEPs had academic assistance when the speech and language
pathologist was at Nortonsmith High School.
I visited classes early in the semester to share information with deaf students’
peers. During these orientations, I explained hearing loss, conducted a simulation of the
different degrees of hearing loss, and planned activities that required students to
speech-read or hear by seeing (Grant, 2003). I kept my eyes open for hearing peers who
might be able to help out as peer note-takers.
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Days and weeks before each school year opened, I spent a fair amount of time in
phone contact with private vendors of required audiological services. Purchase orders
for FM systems were processed. I followed up on the status of audiological devices that I
sent out for scheduled electroacoustic checks. I counted on this annual scheduled
maintenance to avert the need for repairs during the school year. Nonetheless, optimal
functioning of FM systems depended on the interplay of factors such as the handling of
the equipment, the maintenance of each student’s hearing aids and/or cochlear
implants, and natural wear and tear. Averting the need for repair was not always easy.
The Nortonsmith Community

Nortonsmith is a suburban community in western Massachusetts. Its Puritan
founders were drawn to the area because of the valley’s abundant tillable land and ease
of trade. Nortonsmith became the center of religious fervor in the Great Awakening of
the 1740s. Then, early in the nineteenth century, Nortonsmith became the seat of a
utopian abolitionism that took root in a communally owned and operated silk mill.
Today, Nortonsmith is a vibrant suburban community. It is rated as one of the
best arts towns in the country and many residents dabble in the visual and performing
arts.

Nortonsmith is also host to a competitive liberal arts college that gained

prominence in the feminist movement of the 1970s and counts Gloria Steinem among its
prominent alumnae. This liberal arts college offers a graduate training program for
would-be teachers of the deaf and has an established relationship with the worldrenowned Carle School, a private oral school for the deaf that the focal participants
attended. Teachers who are training to work with deaf students typically arrange a
substantial portion of their practicum at this school.
Carle School for the Deaf is widely known because of its historical affiliation to
Alexander Graham Bell, who was a teacher at Carle School. In fact, it is said that his
prime motivation for inventing the telephone was to help his hard-of-hearing mother and
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hard-of-hearing wife hear better (Winefield, 1996). Bell was one of the most ardent
proponents of oral education in the United States and the world. When his invention, the
telephone, became commercially profitable, he extended financial support to Carle
School. Carle School has a preschool, a lower school, and an upper school whose
highest grade is equivalent to the eighth grade in regular public schools. Deaf children
typically enter Carle School as preschoolers and do not leave until after eighth grade.
Some families moved to Nortonsmith so their young deaf children could attend
Carle School. When deaf students completed the highest grade at Carle, mainstreaming
was inevitable for most of these students. Some families moved back to their home
communities. Many others made Nortonsmith their home and stayed on. It was not
unusual for oral deaf students at Carle to have siblings in the public school district.
Nortonsmith High School

The study was conducted in Nortonsmith High School. Except for a few students
from the community who enrolled in private schools, all high school-age students in the
community went to Nortonsmith High School. While the majority of students attended the
local elementary and middle schools, a small percentage attended private schools in
neighboring communities. Students from adjoining communities attended the high school
courtesy of the school-of-choice program adopted in the year 2000. Altogether, the
Nortonsmith High School student population was roughly 950. Nortonsmith High School
was college-track. Newsweek magazine (March 13, 2000) listed Nortonsmith among
“The 100 Best High Schools.”
Throughout high school, students were expected to take classes that satisfied
graduation requirements and prepared them for college. A requirement for receiving a
high school diploma was satisfactory performance on a statewide standardized
examination, better known as the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System
(MCAS). Students took the MCAS test in the 10th grade. Those who did not pass could
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re-take the test several times. Failure to pass when they reached 12th grade meant that
students received a certificate of attendance, but not a high school diploma. While
students had the option to keep taking the test until they passed, even after high school,
anecdotal reports from school officials revealed that very few did so.
Spring 2006

The data-gathering phase of my research was an unusual period in my tenure in
Nortonsmith Public Schools. There is a comparatively higher incidence of deafness
among males than females (Ramsey, 1997). Many years prior to data collection, most of
the students on my caseload were boys. Mrs. Silver and I regularly joked about running
a “seminary” as we went about our daily responsibilities and attended to the challenges
of supporting our male deaf students socially and academically. When I began my data
collection, however, all of my students at the high school were females.
Research Participants
Focal Participants

Table 1. Oral deaf focal participants in the study.
Focal
Participant
Marwa
Kim
Emma

Grade
10
12
11

Classes Observed
Honors Geometry &
Sophomore English
Algebra IB
Junior English

Amplification Device in Class
Cochlear implant & Phonak FM
Smartlink
Cochlear implant & hearinq aids
Unilateral hearing aids

The focal participants were three high school students with hearing loss in the
severe to profound range who had previously attended an oral school for the deaf (see
Figure 1). They were all females. All three focal participants were oral and
communicated by “speaking” and “listening.” They did not receive formal training in sign
language. Because of early-onset deafness, their speech was not easily intelligible to
untrained listeners. Understanding their speech required paying attention to the auditory
and visual aspects of their productions. In short, untrained listeners needed to watch
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their mouths, ask for repetitions, and listen carefully in order to understand their spoken
language, as articulation departures and weak volume control are characteristic of deaf
speech. As with many oral deaf students, the three participants relied on amplification
devices to facilitate their hearing and listening. Two of the participants, Marwa and Kim,
wore cochlear implants. Emma wore a hearing aid.
The focal participants were selected because of their deafness and shared
schooling experiences. Marwa, Kim, and Emma previously attended Carle School for the
Deaf. They had no formal instruction or sustained exposure to sign language. Instead,
the instruction they received at Carle School for the Deaf involved an adapted general
education curriculum that additionally focused on the development of oral
communication. Additionally, all three participants transitioned to Nortonsmith High
School when they aged out of the Carle School for the Deaf. Because Carle only went
up to the 8th grade, graduating students automatically transitioned to regular high
schools or transferred to another school for the deaf that offered classes all the way up
to 12th grade.
During data collection, Marwa was in 10th grade, Emma in 11th grade, and Kim
in 12th grade. They took different courses and were never in the same class while at
Nortonsmith High School. Yet, they regularly caught up with each other in Mrs. Silver’s
tutoring room. If not for their shared experience of the school for the deaf, Marwa would
probably not be friends with Kim and Emma. In fact, in spite of their shared history, they
were only mildly friendly with one another. Kim and Emma preferred to hang out with
Maeve and Lisa, two students with cochlear implants who were also enrolled at
Nortonsmith High School. Maeve and Lisa were old friends who had also attended Carle
School for the Deaf. Marwa was friendly with them but did not necessarily seek their
company either in or out of school.
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V

I ended up observing these students in their math and English language arts
classes. As I looked at my student’s schedules and searched for settings that would
cover as many of the five students on my caseload, the math and English language arts
classes became the logical choices. All students at Nortonsmith High School had to take
a sequence of classes in these content courses to fulfill graduation requirements. An
exception to the sequential math requirement rule was made for students with severe
learning disabilities and special needs, for whom college might not be a realistic
aspiration.

This exception to sequential math was significant because one of the focal

participants in this study, Kim, who was a senior during data collection, was in an
Algebra IB class, which was primarily intended for freshmen. Four of my five deaf
students at the high school were in math and English language arts classes. After
several conversations about what was involved if they decided to participate in the
research, Maeve opted out. Lisa completed English language arts and math the previous
semester and was not included. Marwa, Emma, and Kim agreed to participate and
served as focal participants in my study.
Marwa

Marwa wore her cochlear implant in one ear and did not use any assistive device
in the other. She augmented her access to conversations, lectures, and discussions by
the use of an FM system, a Phonak FM Smartlink, in classes where she “absolutely
needs to hear the teacher” (personal communication, January 26, 2006). Her Phonak
FM Smartlink helped her “hear the teacher better” (personal communication, December
2005). The reception through her cochlear implant and Phonak FM Smartlink must have
been excellent. She asked not to have an oral transliterator in many of her classes. An
oral transliterator is a specially trained staff member who mouths words without voice so
that an oral deaf student can follow verbal exchanges during language and literacy
events in mainstream classrooms. Because of the cost involved in hiring personnel as
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opposed to purchasing equipment, oral transliterators were not readily recommended at
team meetings.
Marwa made calculated decisions about support services based on her needs
and preferences. In classes she considered “more hands on,” Marwa relied on written
supports such as handouts and print resources. In Honors Geometry, for example, she
asked a peer to assist her with taking notes. Seats were arranged alphabetically on the
first day of class. Marwa’s request to move was granted when she explained to her
teacher, Mr. Otowski, that she would like to be in a group with Ingrid, who had helped
her with note-taking in another class the previous semester. In her junior English class,
she gave input on grouping assignments whenever asked. When assigned in groups,
Marwa started out “quiet” but made sure to contribute when given a turn. In groups with
more familiar peers, she did not seem deterred by their difficulty in deciphering her
speech. She initiated conversations, shared her work, and repeated her words as
needed.
Marwa’s adoption was atypical. While her aunt and uncle took care of her as
though if she were their own child, Marwa had only been formally adopted in the past
three years. She maintained strong contact with her large family in her native country.
Barring immigration complications, Marwa visited them in December and in summer.
Once in a while, she also visited older siblings who live in London. When she was
unable to leave the United States, her mother and some siblings visited and stayed with
her aunt and uncle for extended periods. Aside from these visits, she regularly consulted
with her mother on many things. While the choice of what clothes to wear to school or
what color blouse to buy might seem like trivial decisions, Marwa reinforced her bond
with her mother by talking about such things on the phone with her. She missed her
family but, at the same time, she was content in her life with her adoptive parents.
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Marwa’s hearing loss was possibly genetic in origin. While her male twin was
hearing, she had an older female sibling who was also deaf. Not wanting to repeat her
older sister’s less-than-satisfactory formal education experience in her native country,
her parents made the huge sacrifice of permitting her mother’s sibling to raise her.
Marwa had severe to profound hearing loss and had been implanted at age 8, which is
considered late when compared to other deaf students who are implanted when they
were babies and toddlers. While Urdu is the language of her native land, her siblings and
extended family communicated with her in English partly because that was the language
she learned at the Carle School for the Deaf. Marwa was not involved in any sports or
extracurricular activities. She did not have friends she hung out with. When home she emailed teachers and one or two of her school friends. She also liked to watch TV.
Outside of these activities, she dedicated her time to learning to read the Quran with her
adoptive aunt.
Kim and Emma

As sometimes happens with intricately entangled lives, it was not easy to speak
about Kim without also talking about Emma. Kim was the oldest in a family of three girls.
She was Emma’s older sister. Chronologically, Kim and Emma were a little over 2 years
apart, but the difference in their ages seemed eclipsed by the common threads that
bound them together. In a way, it was ironic that while they were not twins, their lives
were more closely interwoven than Marwa’s was with her twin brother.
Kim wore a cochlear implant in one ear and a hearing aid in the other. At the time
of the study, Kim had only been implanted for a year.

Her mother described her as a

19-year-old girl with “1-year-old hearing.” Having been around other students who
received cochlear implants at much younger ages, Kim and her family went back and
forth between wanting and refusing cochlear implantation. Ultimately, her family decided
for cochlear implantation in the summer of her sophomore year. Kim reported difficulty
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hearing through her cochlear implant alone and was most comfortable when
simultaneously wearing it with her hearing aid. While the benefits of binaural/bimodal
amplification are less clear for younger children, synchronized use of a cochlear implant
and a hearing aid in contralateral ears has been reported to be beneficial to some adults
(Armstrong, Pegg, James, & Blarney, 1997; Blarney, Armstrong, & James, 1997; Dooley
et al., 1993; Waltzman, Cohen, & Shapiro, 1992). Implantation at age 18 was relatively
late. While Kim was young compared to other deaf adults who sought implantation much
later in their lives, many of her peers at Carle had been implanted at a younger age.
Early in the school year, I offered her an FM system to enhance her auditory gain. Kim
politely refused, saying, “I already have two [amplification devices]!” Regardless of the
auditory gain she derived, she considered one more attachment to her head to be one
too many “appliances” (personal communication, September 2004).
Emma’s audiogram was unusual. While a downward slope across decibel and
frequency levels indicates typical hearing loss, Emma’s audiogram depicted an upward
rise. Therefore, sounds that deaf students with significant hearing loss might not hear
were discernible to Emma On the contrary, sounds that were typically within range for
her deaf peers were inaccessible to Emma. This feature automatically disqualified her as
a candidate for a cochlear implant. On the other hand, Kim’s hearing loss was in the
profound range across proficiency levels. Hearing aids were only mildly useful in
increasing her auditory gain. When cochlear implants were introduced, her family was at
first skeptical about how much it would help her. In addition, cost was an issue to her
family. So, Kim did not receive a cochlear implant until the summer immediately
preceding her junior year at Nortonsmith High School.
Emma consistently wore a hearing aid. Her audiologist recommended fitting her
with bilateral hearing aids. She wore bilateral hearing aids all her waking hours until the
week before school opened.

During a sleepover with another deaf friend, one of
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Emma’s hearing aids was chewed beyond repair by her friend’s dog. Listening with only
one old hearing aid was a challenge and, typically, hearing aid users report greater
difficulty communicating in challenging listening situations when unaided (Zheng,
Caissie, & Comeau, 2003). Mainstream classrooms were inordinately challenging
listening environments for a bilaterally deaf student who wore only one functioning
hearing aid. Mindful of the financial consequences of a hearing aid purchase, however,
Emma waited patiently for her mother to buy her a second hearing aid. For reasons that
remained unclear, the school year ended and Emma never got a new hearing aid.
Throughout the year, Emma relied heavily on a Phonak FM Smartlink to improve
auditory input from her only functioning hearing aid.
When Emma and Kim were initially transitioning to Nortonsmith High School,
their mainstream coordinator at Carle School for the Deaf strongly advocated for oral
transliteration. Over the course of their attendance at Nortonsmith, Kim and Emma’s real
preference became clear. Working with an oral transliterator meant managing an adult
staff person in classes with peers their age, a task that they were not prepared to handle
or willing to take on. Seeking to be independent, they both asked to attend classes
alone, without an oral transliterator. Kim signed up for classes with fewer students where
teachers were able to give her the individualized attention she required. Emma preferred
to use the FM Smartlink, which she considered very useful in helping her “hear
everything” in class.
Emma followed in the exact same path that Kim had blazed before her. Initially,
their family thought that Kim and Emma’s hearing losses were due to autoimmune
reaction to MMR vaccinations. Like Kim, Emma had a high fever shortly after getting
vaccinated. Like Kim, Emma’s deafness was diagnosed shortly thereafter. As a
precautionary measure, their parents decided to spare the youngest daughter, Laura,
the MMR shot. Laura is hearing. The family’s theory about the etiology of Kim and
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Emma’s deafness was never questioned until recently when a 2-year-old cousin was
diagnosed with hearing loss.
Deafness, a low-incidence disability, can be a recessive genetic trait (Ramsey,
1997). It is a condition that may show up in one generation, fail to be manifested for
several generations, and then show up again later when a family may no longer have
any recollection of deafness in their lineage. It is said that more than half of the cases of
deafness initially determined to be of unknown origin may actually be genetic in nature. It
is thus likely that Kim and Emma’s deafness, in light of the recent diagnosis of deafness
in their young cousin, was genetic in origin.
By birth and by choice, Kim and Emma were close to each other. When Kim
chose to live with her father the year after she left Carle School, both she and Emma
tried to enjoy their temporary separation. Yet, they always chose to be together at every
occasion that they could during that brief period. To illustrate their closeness, during the
Thanksgiving break, they were each presented with an option to spend the holiday away
from each other. They chose, however, to spend the time together. Kim explained that
“without her, there’s no one to talk to” (personal communication, December 2005).
Emma explained that “we kept going back and forth but we found out that we both
wanted to spend Thanksgiving together” (personal communication, December 2005).
The benefits of their attendance at the school for the deaf went far beyond the
merely educational. They had shared experiences, friends, and ways of being. They
always carried themselves with the proper decorum. They also did a “better job listening
to their mother (Danny, the father of Kim and Emma, personal communication,
December 2005). On the other hand, their younger sibling, Laura was a willful child who
openly challenged her parents. Because Kim and Emma were each other’s confidantes,
Laura felt like an outsider at home and was often angry that her deaf siblings “get all the
attention” (Kim, personal communication, December 2005).
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Kim had difficulties with academic learning, but was brilliant in hands-on,
practical situations. Her father, who had been diagnosed with learning disabilities while
at school, was sympathetic, as Kim seemed to put much effort into her schoolwork but
got much less in return when compared to her two younger siblings. Kim gained a muchneeded sense of satisfaction at her job as a pizza delivery person after school hours.
Her supervisor recognized that Kim was very responsible, and she was trained to
perform duties reserved for tenured employees with proven track records. She oversaw
business closings on weekends and was asked to supervise coworkers who were
average students at Nortonsmith. Initially, the relationship between Kim and her
coworkers was tense, but as “supervisees” continued to work with Kim, their challenges
to her authority dissipated.
As the middle child, Emma did not carry the same responsibilities as Kim. Being
relatively successful in school, she did not share Kim’s struggles. Her polite manners
and intelligence endeared Emma to her mother. She was not asked to look for a job in
the same way that Kim was. In addition, Emma came to depend on Kim to take care of
things. For example, during one of the times that I observed in Kim’s Algebra class,
Emma stopped by because she needed to replace her hearing aid batteries. Kim wanted
to remain in class but because Emma needed hearing aid batteries, Kim signed out and
drove home to pick them up.
For an individual with hearing loss, choosing how to label one’s hearing loss can
be a very political act. For example, some individuals with hearing loss in the mild to
severe range might prefer the label “hearing-impaired” or “hard of hearing” (Lane, 1999).
Professionals in the field also prefer certain labels when referring to the hearing loss of
their clients (Geertz, 2003). But the choice of labels can also be deeply personal. Marwa,
Kim, and Emma, who all went to the prestigious Carle School for the Deaf (emphasis
mine), had been introduced to the terms “hearing impaired” or “hard of hearing” to refer
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to their hearing loss. All three rejected these terms and had consistently referred to their
hearing loss as deafness and to themselves as oral deaf (students). As a researcher, I
acknowledge the differences between these terms and understand the value of using
terms as they are widely used in the field. However, it was also important that I follow the
oral deaf focal participants’ lead and, so, in this study, I use the term deaf to refer to the
oral deaf focal participants’ hearing loss.
Other Mainstreamed Oral Deaf Students at Nortonsmith High School
Maeve
Maeve was ambivalent about her deafness. Maeve started life with some hearing
and incurred her profound deafness as a child. Like Marwa, Kim, and Emma, she came
directly to Nortonsmith High School from the Carle School for the Deaf. Unlike Marwa,
Kim, and Emma, however, Maeve entered the Carle School “late.” She had previously
attended different programs in another state in New England and was mainstreamed for
part of her earlier schooling. As a young teenager who rarely had contact with other deaf
students her age, Maeve was unhappy and withdrawn. Maeve was an intelligent young
woman who did not have any academic difficulties even when support services were
minimal. Concern for her emotional well-being compelled the move to Nortonsmith.
Maeve relocated with her mother and brother to Massachusetts when she was about to
enter sixth grade so she could attend Carle School. Initially, her father stayed behind to
take care of the family business, but when the return of Maeve, her mother, and her
brother became less certain, her parents eventually divorced.
Maeve struggled with her hearing loss and personal identity. Unlike some of her
deaf peers whose cochlear implants did not allow sufficient access to conversations,
Maeve’s implant was fairly successful. Previous school reports referred to her condition
as “hearing impairment” and described her as a student with “hearing loss,”
“compromised hearing,” or “augmented hearing loss.” She tended not to look at
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speaker’s faces. Being aware that typically deaf students did not hear me when they
were not looking at me, I often stopped talking the very instant she looked away. But
Maeve was different. She understood when speakers directly addressed her. She
proved this many times by repeating me verbatim and giving answers that were on
target. Her speech was also fairly intelligible so that hearing peers and teachers often
overlooked her profound deafness. Having observed in her classes, I knew that Maeve
interacted with more ease with her hearing peers. She tended to be friendly and
interacted when presented with the opportunity. Teachers sometimes seemed puzzled
since Maeve functioned in ways that were very different from the other deaf students
they had in class.
I asked Maeve to participate in my research. When she learned that datacollection would involve videotaping, she openly expressed her discomfort about having
a camera focused on her. She was willing to be interviewed and was excited about
watching videotapes of her deaf peers. She was willing to share her insights into the
videotaped classes as part of Interpersonal Process Recall (IPR) (Kagan, 1984), but she
found being videotaped intimidating. (IPR will be discussed in greater detail in the
section on data collection in this chapter.) So, in spite of repeated assurances that the
videotapes would only be publicly shared on very limited formal occasions, she declined
active involvement as a focal participant.
Lisa
The other student with profound deafness enrolled at Nortonsmith High School at
the time of the study was Lisa. Like Marwa, Kim, and Emma, all of Lisa’s prior schooling
was at the Carle School. During data collection, Lisa was a senior who completed all of
the requirements for graduation. Specifically, Lisa had taken her Senior English and
Algebra 2 classes in the fall semester of 2005. In the spring, Lisa was at the high school
for two classes. For the other half of her school day, she was in academic assistance,
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which she declared she did not really need given her relatively light academic load.
During the last period, Lisa was off-campus for her internship.
Lisa’s internship was an opportunity to pursue her interest in graphic arts. It also
turned out to be her positive entry into the world of work. As a volunteer at her alma
mater’s development office, Lisa was immediately assigned responsibilities associated
with a vacant position. She took pictures for school publications, created brochures, and
helped organize programs for graduation activities, fundraisers, and alumni
homecoming. Lisa wanted to participate in my research, but also knew that she would
not be fully available given her internship commitment.
Lisa’s limited availability was compounded by my data-collection schedule. When
I was at the high school during the first half of the school day, observations were
scheduled in Marwa’s, Kim’s, or Emma’s classes. I had originally planned to observe in
math and English language arts classes, the two classes that Lisa had already
completed. I decided to retain this feature of the original research design, which
excluded Lisa as a focal participant.
The Teachers
All four teachers fully agreed to participate in my research (see Figure 2). They
signed consent forms and adopted a semi-“open door” policy in welcoming me into their
mainstream classrooms.
Ms. Drinker
Ms. Drinker was Marwa’s Sophomore English teacher. Since completing her master’s
degree, she had taught continuously for 8 years at Nortonsmith High School. During
data collection, Ms. Drinker unexpectedly took several days off to be with her ailing
mother. She was very concerned about the implications of her frequent absences on my
research. Her mother eventually lost her battle with cancer. When Ms. Drinker returned, I
planned to wait a couple of days and give her the space she needed to get readjusted.
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But Ms. Drinker immediately welcomed me to her classroom to do whatever I needed to
do to collect my data.
Table 2. Teachers in whose classrooms the focal participants were observed.
Teacher
Ms.
Drinker

Subject
Taught
Sophomore
English

Mr.
Otowski

Honors
Geometry

Marwa

Ms.
Hunter
Ms. May

Algebra

Kim

Junior
English

Emma

Student

Support Services

Marwa

Bella (AT) note-taking
& providing oral
transliteration
Ingrid (peer) note¬
taking, providing oral
transliteration and
interpreting
conversations with Mr.
Otowski
“individualized
instruction”
Jamila (peer) note¬
taking

Accommodations
& Adaptations
Regular check-ins;
email w/ teacher;
handouts
Email w/ teacher;
coming early;
conversations
before/after class

Regular check-ins
Handouts;
conversations
before/after class

Managing classroom talk was first and foremost in Ms. Drinker’s mind. She set
aside 5 to 8 minutes for free-write at the beginning not only for students to get the
practice they needed but also to signal that, after the free-write, talk would be regulated.
While free-write was a regular staple, the rest of her class was never the same each
day. Ms. Drinker was a creative teacher who sought ways to vary the tasks and learning
goals she set for her students. She regularly planned activities that allowed students to
interact and use their different talents. She talked about the ways in which work would
be shared days and weeks in advance. As an observer, I felt that I knew what to expect
and looked forward to many of her classes. Yet I was not simply an observer. I felt
engaged even when I was not directly involved in class activities.
Each time she introduced an activity, Ms. Drinker anticipated what Marwa would
need. She prepared handouts and conferred with Mrs. Silver, the tutor for the deaf. She
spoke directly with Marwa to talk about the physical configuration of the classroom and

58

to jointly decide seating so Marwa could speechread as many peers as possible.
Sometimes, Ms. Drinker asked for Marwa’s input on grouping and pair assignments.
When class work involved multiple tasks, she wrote the steps on the board to provide
visual reference. Ms. Drinker did not think that all her extra steps were done only for
Marwa. She explained that other students probably benefited just as much as Marwa
did.

w
A unique feature of Ms. Drinker’s class was the responsibilities she had chosen

to assign to her teaching assistant (TA). Teaching assistants were primarily seniors who
had earned enough credits for graduation. To fill gaps in their schedules, qualified
seniors had an option to assist classroom teachers. To be a teaching assistant, a
student had to sign up with the guidance counselor. If the student’s grades were
acceptable, the student was interviewed to ascertain his or her commitment to serving
as a teaching assistant. Then, a match was made with a classroom teacher.
Bella, the teaching assistant in Ms. Drinker’s class, was assigned tasks primarily
intended to assist Marwa. During discussions, Bella took notes using carbon paper, then
handed one copy to Marwa and the other copy to Ms. Drinker. When text was read
aloud, Bella sat next to Marwa and pointed to lines and sentences as they were read.
During groupwork Bella automatically joined Marwa’s group to facilitate group discussion
or transliterate orally. The few tasks that Bella fulfilled which did not directly benefit
Marwa included making copies of handouts, serving as messenger, and taking
attendance.
Ms. Drinker felt secure working with Marwa, whose feedback she solicited.
Throughout her class, she checked in with Marwa. When Marwa felt she got the
message, she would nod and then quietly say, “I got it.” If Ms. Drinker only verbally
explained something so that Marwa received insufficient clueing, Marwa would point to a
blank page to indicate that Ms. Drinker should write down instructions and/or key words.
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As with any other class, Ms. Drinker had students who did not make consistent
attempts to keep up with work assignments. Due dates were readjusted so that students
who came to class insufficiently prepared could participate. Daily written assignments
were tracked and recorded. Long-term assignments were explained thoroughly by
identifying specific tasks and outlining a standard for grading.
Mr. Otowski
Mr. Otowski was Marwa’s Honors Geometry teacher who welcomed me every
time I had the opportunity to observe. An engineer by training, he held students to a
higher standard and enriched his Honors Geometry classes by injecting concepts that
supplemented the basic curriculum.
In my ten years at Nortonsmith, I had heard mixed messages about Mr. Otowski
as a teacher. Students who only wanted to learn the basics and did not want to deal with
“unnecessary extras” avoided Mr. Otowski’s classes. Conversely, some students
purposely chose Mr. Otowski for his “much-enriched curriculum.” In class, he spoke for
about 30 minutes to explain concepts and allow practice. Then, he ventured off into the
“unnecessary extras” that some students considered “enrichments.” Being used to
teaching advanced classes, Mr. Otowski expected students to grasp concepts quickly.
His class time was never fully dedicated to the standard curriculum. Often, he ended up
delivering prolonged monologues about his personal interests, including Tai Chi,
acupuncture, and traditional healing.
Because students rarely made attempts to exchange and converse with Mr.
Otowski, I referred to these verbal renditions as monologues. All that was necessary to
initiate one of Mr. Otowski’s monologues was to ask him a question. He responded at
length and, in the process, transformed the class into a mini-theatre. Like Shylock, Mr.
Otowski critiqued life’s many ironies. Students often listened quietly, while those who
were not interested spoke in hushed tones. In one of my many informal conversations
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with Mr. Otowski, he remarked, “I have an extensive vocabulary and I do not hesitate to
use it” (December 15, 2005). Mr. Otowski had very specific interests and did not hesitate
to share them with his students.
Mr. Otowski decried “minimalists,” students who only pursued the information
they absolutely needed to learn. He liked students who diverged from the norm and were
passionate about a cause or an interest. Having been a part of the Nortonsmith High
School for many years, Mr. Otowski spoke with a historian’s perspective on issues great
and small. He routinely cited facts and figures as he talked about the 2% raise won by
the teachers’ union after a protracted contract negotiation. He analyzed the cost of living
when comparing teachers’ salaries in adjoining communities. Mr. Otowski sought
company and invited me to interview him several times when his class was taking a test.
Mr. Otowski looked forward to his retirement in a couple of years. With age, he
had started to lose his hearing. His hearing loss should not have been an issue, but
Marwa, whose natural speaking volume is a whisper, was inaudible to him. Mr. Otowski
could not understand Marwa, whose speech was both soft and peppered with
articulation departures. On the other hand, Marwa also had difficulty understanding Mr.
Otowski: her oral transliterator’s main task was to voice for Marwa, who could not
speechread Mr. Otowski because of his facial hair. The use of an FM system in addition
to Mr. Otowski’s illustrations on the board facilitated Marwa’s access to instruction. To
lessen their mutual difficulty with direct communication, Mr. Otowski shared his e-mail
address with Marwa, who took full advantage of it. E-mailing proved to be a mutually
effective tool, as Mr. Otowski repeatedly reassured me that Marwa was “doing fine. She
is relentless.” Correspondingly, Marwa regularly cited Mr. Otwoski’s e-mails. I knew that
their e-mail communication was working because I often heard information from one
about the other. For example, I usually received information about students’ attendance
early in the school day and notified teachers as needed. One time, as I walked in to Mr.
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Otowski’s class, he told me that Marwa would be absent. Half doubting, I waited for 10
minutes. Sure enough, Marwa had gone home earlier that day because she did not feel
well. On another occasion, Marwa told me that Mr. Otowski would be out. I found out
later that he had to attend to a family emergency.
Marwa was her own best advocate. Early in the semester, Marwa recognized
potential difficulties around communication. For example, Mr. Otowski assigned seats by
calling on students alphabetically on the first day. Because her last name started with
the letter R, Marwa found herself seated at the quad at the far left of the classroom. I
watched as she sat through her class and struggled to speechread Mr. Otowski. Sensing
Marwa’s struggles, Mr. Otowski asked me, “Is she okay there?” Confident that Marwa
would speak up for herself, I replied, “Let’s check with her.” The very minute the class
was over, Marwa pointed out that it was hard to see Mr. Otowski from where she sat.
Marwa asked to be in the same group as Ingrid. Ingrid, whose last name starts with the
letter W, was seated at the last quad on the opposite side of the classroom. Marwa
explained that they had been in a class together and that Ingrid selflessly helped Marwa
by taking notes and explaining things when classroom talk became too fast to follow.
Unsure of whether Ingrid would help Marwa again and whether Mr. Otowski would
accommodate her request, I asked for time to ponder her proposal. Marwa herself
offered to speak with Ingrid and Mr. Otowski. When I returned two days later, Ingrid was
seated next to Marwa and they, together with their two peers, had repositioned their
desks at an angle so that everyone at their quad faced toward the front of the room.
The grouping assignment in quads was meant to be temporary. Mr. Otowski,
realizing that the readjusted assignment was working for Marwa, eventually decided to
make her seating assignment permanent. The rest of the semester, students sat where
they were originally assigned. No one complained.
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Ms. Hunter
Ms. Hunter was Kim’s Algebra IB teacher. Like Mr. Otowski, Ms. Hunter was an
engineer by training. She worked in industry for several years. A single parent with a
school-age son with special needs, Ms. Hunter decided on a career change when her
growing son began to need her more. During data collection, Ms. Hunter was in her third
year of teaching at Nortonsmith High School and was about to get tenure. While she
truly did not have to worry about keeping her position, getting tenure gave Ms. Hunter
secure status in the teachers’ bargaining unit.
I was initially unsure about placing my deaf students in Ms. Hunter’s classrooms.
Inexperienced teachers often need ongoing mentoring to know how to accommodate
deaf students in mainstream classrooms. Being from the Caribbean islands, Ms. Hunter
had a slight accent that made speechreading doubly difficult for oral deaf students,
because speakers with foreign accents move their lips a little bit differently from native
speakers.
Three semesters earlier, a scheduling conflict had forced Emma into Ms.
Hunter’s class. While Emma was slightly challenged by Ms. Hunter’s accent, she was
also quick to point out that Ms. Hunter wrote everything on the board. Ms. Hunter also
frequently checked in with students to ensure their comprehension. Classes were
structured so that students sat down and listened for a quick 10- to 15-minute lecture.
Then, students had guided practice before individualized practice. Along the way, Ms.
Hunter stopped activities to point out specific tasks that several students might have
struggled with and demonstrated how to solve algebra problems.
After Emma, Maeve became Ms. Hunter’s student the following semester. Like
Emma, Maeve raved about Ms. Hunter, whom she described as very methodical and
thorough. Maeve liked the predictability of Ms. Hunter’s class. Ms. Hunter was clear and
direct about expectations from students and left little room for guessing. If students
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listened and paid attention, they would know how to solve math problems. If they were
less confident, opportunities for practice were built into the class routines. Ms. Hunter
expected students to complete homework assignments at all times. Homework check at
the beginning of each period was an opportunity for Ms. Hunter to find out if students
required additional practice. Ms. Hunter planned focused reviews before quizzes and
tests. Emma and Maeve only had good things to say about Ms. Hunter’s teaching.
Algebra IB was the second class in a sequence of required math classes at
Nortonsmith High School. Typically, freshmen take Algebra 1A in the fall and go on to
Algebra IB in the spring. During data collection, Kim was a senior in a class composed
mostly of freshmen. At 19, Kim looked older than her peers and was extremely
uncomfortable in the class. While she did not say anything directly about being in a class
with younger students, Kim complained about the “noise” and “activity” level in her class.
New to the high school routine, many of her freshmen peers spoke more freely and
became restless as each period progressed. At the middle school, each period lasted
only 45 minutes. With the long block schedule at the high school, each period was twice
as long as the class time that they had been used to.
How did Kim end up in a freshman algebra class during her senior year? Kim had
attended Carle School for her entire student life. Her former teachers at Carle might
have suspected that Kim had specific learning difficulties. Because Carle was a school
for the deaf and not outfitted to formally diagnose and provide interventions to students
with learning disabilities, Kim’s learning challenges were never formally evaluated and
addressed. She moved through the grades, and upon completing the equivalent of ninth
grade at Carle, participated in mainstream transitioning activities. In most instances,
students attend Carle only through the eighth grade. Kim’s experience was unique in
that she spent an extra year at Carle and joined students from the class immediately
following her original cohort. This was never described or labeled as retention, but the
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fact was that Kim repeated her final year at Carle. Standardized assessment results and
teacher reports, however, indicated that she was not sufficiently prepared to be in
regular high school math classes. Her teachers at Carle recommended placement in
pre-Algebra, a course that was offered at the middle school, but not at Nortonsmith High
School where she entered as a sophomore. When she entered 10th grade at
Nortonsmith High School, her guidance counselor recommended the Financial Literacy
course, which was not a college preparation class. In 11th grade, she took an “Applied
Math” course, which followed a syllabus that covered materials taken up in pre-Algebra.
When she reached 12th grade, her options for alternative math classes ran out. The only
class available to her was the Algebra 1A and 1B sequence. Had there been other
possibilities, Kim would probably not have been placed in Algebra. However, Kim
needed to take three sequential math classes to meet credit requirements for
graduation. Kim was consequently placed in the Algebra class.
Kim interacted with Ms. Hunter positively. Her experience as a student in Ms.
Hunter’s class, however, was significantly shaped by her weak preparation for algebra
and by her placement among younger students. The content of Algebra IB proved to be
more challenging than she could handle. Learning in a class with younger cohorts
significantly increased her affective filter (Krashen, 1999, 1981) so that her personal
feelings about being older than her hearing peers and about being a classmate to her
young sister’s friends hampered her ability to learn in this context. The “noise” and
“activity” exacerbated her already compromised access to instruction. To cope, Kim
requested to work individually with Ms. Hunter for 30 minutes three times per week
during the latter’s prep time.
At first, much of their energy was consumed by figuring out how to work with
each other. They decided to meet at the beginning of Ms. Hunter’s prep time. Kim would
arrive at Ms. Hunter’s door as soon as the bell rang and would wait for 5 minutes if Ms.
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Hunter was not in her classroom. Then Kim would go to the tutoring room, where Ms.
Hunter would be able to find her. Kim was expected to come prepared with questions.
During tutoring, Kim sat next to Ms. Hunter, and in what seemed like a call-and-response
interaction, Ms. Hunter initiated interaction with a question or explanation and then Kim
responded. Ms. Hunter also wrote down everything she said. Ms. Hunter used items
from the homework assignment as examples and also repeated examples already
presented in class. Essentially, Kim was not learning anything new. These tutoring
sessions were, plain and simple, repetitions of materials covered in class, but they gave
Kim the necessary opportunity to work alone with Ms. Hunter.
Ms. May
Ms. May was Emma’s Junior English teacher. A former English instructor at a
Connecticut university, Ms. May was only in her second year of teaching at Nortonsmith
High School during data collection. She naturally wanted to put her best foot forward for
this research. She apprised me of her lesson plan each time I confirmed a classroom
visit. When Ms. May did not think that interesting activities would transpire, she asked
me to visit another time. When a significant amount of class time would be devoted to
reading a text or writing, Ms. May discouraged me from staying in the classroom to
observe. Typically, these independent reading and writing activities were given as
homework, but more than half of her students came to class with tasks that were only
partially completed or not done at all. To compensate, Ms. May regularly set aside class
time so students could make up or perform tasks that should have been completed as
homework.
Earlier in the semester, Emma tried to be diligent in her homework. She realized,
however, that not everyone in class completed homework assignments. Over time, she
started slacking off. Whereas in the past she had read assignments and reviewed her
notes in preparation for participating in class discussions, she now completed only
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portions of her homework. Rather than sufficiently prepare for class as she had in
Sophomore English, Emma simply browsed her reading assignments. As expectations
and the amount of assigned work increased in her other classes, Human Anatomy and
U.S. History, Emma started doing only minimal work in English.
Ms. May referred to her students as “guys.” The visible effect of this casual way
of addressing students was a blurring of roles and of the boundaries of authority. She
treated her students as though they were “responsible adults,” even after many
occasions when they had proven otherwise. A fountain of patience, she dealt with
difficulties by shifting gears or re-teaching. Her creativity and patience, however, were
repeatedly challenged. Ms. May regularly started her class with a free write. However,
her day-to-day activities varied. She usually tried to involve the whole class in some
activity, even though 100% participation did not always occur.
In several brief conversations, Ms. May expressed less concern about Emma
than about some of her other students who had very unique demands as young adults
and learners. This group included five male and three female students who seemed
fairly capable but regularly came to class unprepared. While in class, they often talked to
each other and seemed less interested in participating in planned activities. To them, the
class was a social occasion, an opportunity to catch up and share pleasantries. English
literature was peripheral to their agenda. For example, Ms. May gave reading
assignments and asked the students to write notes or respond to what they read.
Oftentimes, a number of her students returned to class having read only a small section
of the assigned reading, without notes or written responses. A few male students
explained that they took “mental” but not written notes. Sometimes, they claimed that the
instructions Ms. May gave were not clear. Rather than levy a penalty of some sort for
incomplete work, Ms. May accommodated by allotting some class time for reading, by
repeating instructions, or by abandoning parts of her plan.
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Ms. May welcomed Emma’s presence in class. Emma was her first deaf student,
and Ms. May was happy to receive feedback and suggestions about her teaching.
Emma, however, did not aggressively advocate for herself nor seek to modify anything in
her class with Ms. May. Emma religiously used her FM system to access verbal
exchange in class, and Ms. May wore the transmitter nearly all the time. On occasions
when students worked in groups, Ms. May handed the FM over to Emma who switched
the transmitter to the “group mode”; then Ms. May placed it right in the middle so Emma
could hear the discussion.
Ms. May’s commitment to addressing Emma’s unique learning needs was
evident during group work. She assigned Emma to work with students who required the
least supervision—students who were self-directed and could be counted upon to
complete assigned tasks independently. When grouping was planned, which was often
the case, Ms. May placed Emma with focused and relatively quiet students. One peer
who always ended up in the same group as Emma was Jamila.
Jamila and Emma were polite to each other. Both quiet and mellow, they often
sat apart from each other. There usually were two to three students between them who,
when given the opportunity, ended up talking among each other instead of with Jamila or
Emma. After several visits, I noticed that Jamila and Emma unknowingly provided a
much-needed break in what could be unbridled secondary conversations among peers. I
had no reason to suspect that Jamila had a hearing loss, although in many ways she
conducted herself like Emma. As the staff person in charge of deaf students with hearing
losses in the district, I would have known if she had a hearing loss. No teacher, guidance
counselor, or principal ever mentioned her as a student I should be following. Eyes glued
to Ms. May, Jamila took notes, read text, and only responded when spoken to by peers
or Ms. May. Emma and Jamila rarely initiated conversations with each other. When
working in groups, Ms. May handed Jamila the pad of carbon paper. Without question,
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Jamila took notes. At the end of each group discussion, Jamila promptly handed the
carbon copy to Emma, who thanked her. Then, they went their separate ways.
Research Design
Gaining Entry
Before I began formally collecting data, I visited the classes to get a feel for the
social landscape and to give the hearing teachers and peers a chance to adjust to my
presence. During those visits, I observed quietly and interacted minimally with the focal
participants and their hearing teachers and peers. I only spoke to them when they
addressed me.
Although I had a general idea of how I would formally introduce my research to
everyone who would be involved, the actual sequence of steps in gaining entry varied. I
first spoke with the focal participants to secure their consent. All three quickly granted
consent after my initial, verbal introduction. I later secured their signed consent. In
addition to re-explaining my data-collection methods, I also proposed protocols for
interactions during observations, lest I make them uncomfortable in any way by my
presence. We agreed that if there were classroom interactions that they did not want me
to record, audiotape, or videotape, they would let me know. If a “meeting” or interview
was arranged but they needed to reschedule, they were free to do so even if that meant
giving me very short notice. They preferred that I use their real names, but I hesitated in
spite of their expressed consent. To compromise, they chose the pseudonyms that I
used. Our shared priority was their schoolwork. My research agenda was secondary.
I spoke with their parents and sought their consent for the focal participants to
participate in my study. Marwa’s guardians asked me to send them the consent form. I
received a signed copy the very next day. Kim and Emma’s mother verbally agreed to
their participation and offered to be available for interviews should the need ever come
up. There was a delay in securing her signed consent, however. Emma lost the first form
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I sent. Their mother signed the second copy, but Kim misplaced it. Luckily, when I went
to observe her Algebra class one day, the signed consent form miraculously emerged
from her pile of completed homework.
During the time when I spoke with the focal participants and obtained their
parents’ signed consent, I approached each teacher separately to discuss my research
intentions. They all agreed to participate and asked me to speak with their individual
classes. Eventually, I explained my research to the focal participants' hearing peers and
secured their consent to be observed, videotaped, and interviewed. After formal consent
was obtained, I visited each class much more frequently. My research did not appear to
change the way that the oral deaf students and their hearing teachers and peers
interacted with me. Some saw me as a backup teacher who assisted when help was
necessary, while other hearing students spoke about me as though I was not there:
“she’s a student watcher” (Miranda, personal communication, January 2006).
Data Collection
Participant observation
Immersing in mainstream classrooms enabled me to experience “the ordinary
routines and conditions” of the oral deaf focal participants (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw,
1995, p. 2). By regularly observing and remaining in the classroom throughout the
semester, I vicariously subjected myself to the contingencies that affected the oral deaf
focal participants’ language and learning experiences in mainstream classes.
Observations in the math and English language arts classes that Marwa, Kim,
and Emma took provided a good fit for my work schedule. Figure 3 shows the schedule
of the classes I observed. On Tuesdays and Fridays, the two full days on which I did not
travel to the elementary and middle schools, I devoted all my time to participant
observations and interviews. I specifically avoided scheduling research-related activities
during the second and third periods of the school day because those were typically the
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periods when I fulfilled my regular job responsibilities. I used that time to converse with
teachers, speak with students, write reports, and catch up with Mrs. Silver, who served
as my automatic stand-in for issues and concerns related to deaf students at
Nortonsmith High School. When I was not in the building, teachers and students knew to
communicate with Mrs. Silver, who updated me upon my return. The elementary and
middle schools started later in the day. When teachers who had their prep time during
the first period needed to speak with me, I came to meet with them on Tuesdays and
Fridays, my “late days.”
Table 3. Weekly schedule of classes observed.
Day of the Week
Tuesday
Tuesday
Friday
Friday

Student
Emma
Kim
Marwa
Marwa

Class
Junior English
Algebra IB
Sophomore English
Honors Geometry

Teacher
Ms. May
Ms. Hunter
Ms. Drinker
Mr. Otowski

Period
1
4
1
4

Field Notes
My initial source of data was class observations. Field notes on verbal
exchanges and contextualization cues between the focal participants and their hearing
teachers and peers were collected. During observations, I took field notes on the actions
and reactions (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995) of the oral deaf focal participants and
their hearing peers and teachers.
Table 4. Data collection methods, duration and frequency of observations, and total
number of hours observed.
Method of Data Collection
participant
observation/field notes
audiotaping
videotaping

Frequency
90 minutes/class for 20
weeks
90 minutes/class for 14
weeks
90 minutes/class for 5
weeks

11
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Total Number of Hours
120 hours
84 hours
30 hours

Altogether, I spent at least 6 hours each week for 20 weeks. I collected field
notes for a total of 120 hours. I audiotaped 86 hours of class observations, and 30 of
those 86 hours were also videotaped (see Figure 4). Reconstruction of audiotaped
classes was sometimes difficult. Many of the conversational exchanges seemed one¬
sided because the oral deaf focal participants’ turns were often inaudible or
indecipherable. Realizing this early on during my data collection, I made a conscious
decision to supplement audiotaping with my field notes, which mostly focused on
describing and recording the focal participants’ actions, reactions, and verbal turns. Not
wanting to distract focal participants and their hearing teachers and peers during
videotaping, I decided to focus the lens on the focal participants each time I set up the
camera. The camera typically stayed in the same position throughout the class. On the
few occasions when a suitable break occurred—when groups were set up or when
classroom furniture was physically rearranged, for example—I refocused the video
camera as necessary. When I videotaped classes, I devoted my field notes to recording
the teachers’ actions and noted the moments when they established eye contact with the
focal participants.
I transcribed my field notes within the week that! collected them. I studied and
read my field notes several times to identify emerging themes. Then I coded my field
notes according to the different themes that emerged from my observations. Some of the
themes that emerged from my field notes were (a) limited verbal interactions with
hearing peers, (b) silenced/prolonged silence, (c) boredom, (d) teachers as “helpers”
and/or communication partners, (e) friendships and evolving relations with hearing
peers, (f) unsolicited comments/questions by peers about the focal participants, and (g)
task focus.
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Interpersonal Process Recall (IPR)

I used a modification of Kagan’s (1980, 1984) Interpersonal Process Recall (IPR)
to access the oral deaf focal participants’ perspectives about their language and learning
experiences in mainstream classrooms. The psychologist Norman Kagan developed
IPR, which is a method for generating dialogical data. The basic idea behind IPR is to
videotape interactions or a group discussion. Then, participants in the interaction or
group discussion and other members view the videotape. They are invited to stop the
videotape at any point to express their thoughts and feelings or to react to the tacit
norms whose operation they observe on the tape. Other members are also encouraged
to comment on the tape. The researcher asks questions about the videotape or probes
the comments of the viewers. Carspecken (1996) described IPR as “unbelievably potent
for eliciting tacit cultural material as well as for stimulating the expression of subjective
material” (p. 163).
I have introduced modifications to IPR. I observed several classes with oral deaf
students and took note of recurrent classroom activities. Then, I videotaped classes.
Immediately after each videotaped class, I had a brief conversation with the focal
participant to get a sense of what they perceived as “rich points.” Rich points are
moments of tension or circumstances when “normal” or established practices are
interrupted or “disrupted” (Brodkey, 1996). They were important interactional turns
because they highlighted existing tensions that were not readily visible or were ordinarily
kept below the radar. The rich points were a combination of those selected by the oral
deaf focal participants after the class and also what I chose after transcribing
videotapes. I then reviewed the videotape and cued it for viewing with the oral deaf focal
participant. I also prepared a transcript of “rich points” that would be viewed together.
The oral deaf focal participants were given the option to invite a peer to the viewing. As
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Table 5. Interpersonal Process Recall (IPR) schedule.
Date of
videotaping

Date of Videotape
Viewing

Participants

1/17/06 (Monday)

1/24/06 (Tuesday)

Kim, Ms. Hunter

2/6/06 (Monday)

2/10/08 (Friday)

2/19/06 (Monday)

2/2406 (Friday)

3/14/06 (Tuesday)

3/20/06 (Monday)

5/2/06 (Tuesday)
1/24/06 (Tuesday)

5/5/06 (Friday)
1/30/06 (Friday)

2/17/06 (Friday)
3/7/06 (Tuesday)

2/22/06
(Wednesday)
3/13/06 (Monday)

4/25/06 (Tuesday)

4/28/06 (Friday)

5/17/06
(Wednesday)
2/21/06 (Monday)

5/23/06 (Tuesday)
2/24/06 (Thursday)

3/6/06 (Monday)

3/9/06 (Thursday)

3/21/06 (Monday)

3/23/06 (Thursday)

4/11/06 (Monday)

4/13/06 (Thursday)

4/25/06 (Tuesday)

4/28/06 (Friday)

12/16/05
(Tuesday)
1/16/06 (Tuesday)

12/18/05 (Friday)

2/7/06 (Tuesday)
4/17/06 (Monday)

2/13/06 (Monday)
4/21/06 (Friday)

5/2/06 (Tuesday)

5/8/06 (Monday)

1/23/06 (Monday)
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Title of videotape

“Organizing data from
the smallest to the
largest”
Kim, Ms. Hunter “Absolute value
equation”
Kim
“Subtract from the
total?”
Kim
Review day for test on
Friday
Kim, Antoine
“Isolating the ‘m’”
Marwa, Ingrid
“Finding shaded area
in terms of V of the
outer circle”
Marwa
“The height of the
pyramid”
Marwa
“Let’s do the roundies:
circle, area, spheres,
surface area and
volume”
Marwa, Ingrid
“Chords, secants and
tangents”
Marwa, Ingrid,
“Probabilities”
Sherri
Emma
“At the heart of an
amazing book: Kite
RunneT'
Emma, Jamila
“Scenes from
MacBeth: Symbols
and symbolisms”
Emma
“Money is not the
point”
Emma, Ben
“The seasons that’s
what it’s all about.”
Emma
Spamalotl The
Kennedys
Marwa, Bella
The Pearl research
project
Marwa, Damien “Character
Development”
Marwa
“Poetry writing”
Marwa, Ms.
Jim Crow Laws
Drinker
Marwa
“Plessy versus
Ferguson”research

oral deaf focal participants and their invited peer or teacher viewed videotaped pre¬
identified segments of the class, they were encouraged to react, ask questions and
comment about the videotape. During the viewing, I took notes on the reactions and
comments of the focal participants and their invitees.
At first, Marwa and Emma were not comfortable viewing the videotape for the
first time with an invited peer. They preferred to view the tape with me alone before
inviting a peer. So, for the first videotapes they viewed, a second viewing was scheduled
with the peer, deaf or hearing, whom they invited. The reviews of videotapes served as a
forum to get the oral deaf focal participants to reflect on their interactions so that I might
gain their insights as they responded to my questions. These discussions were my
opportunities to probe into the oral deaf focal participants’ insights and evaluate the
soundness of my initial interpretations. I took notes on the discussions that reinforced my
initial interpretations of my class discussions. In some instances, when my initial
interpretations did not align with perspectives of the oral deaf focal participants and/or
the other viewing participants, I used this fresh information as a guide and took it into
consideration during the succeeding in-depth analysis.
Ensuring Credibility

Qualitative researchers take steps to convince readers of the reliability or
trustworthiness of their data and analyses. Trustworthiness refers to the set of
procedures the researcher follows to ensure that the interpretation of data represents as
accurately as possible the views and perspectives of the research participants (Ely,
1991). Qualitative researchers can include some of the following elements to enhance
the credibility of their research: member checking, peer debriefing, and triangulation (Ely,
1991).
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V

Member checking

Member checking was an integral part of this study. I thoroughly explained the
activities that I would undertake as part of data gathering. I conversed with the focal
participants to gather their insights throughout the period of data collection and even
after I left my position in the district. I asked focal participants to read the transcripts of
rich points that I considered useful for more in-depth analysis. Marwa was curious about
how I analyzed the data and gave me feedback on the sessions that focused on her.
Kim read my preliminary transcript and noted the amount of work involved in
transcribing. She always remarked, “I trust you” after we spoke about her participation in
language and literacy events. Emma wanted to read a section of the transcript but did
not manage to find the time. She did, however, share many of her thoughts about her
classes, her hearing teachers and peers, and her general school experiences. I pointed
each participant to the specific portions of the transcript that I interpreted more
thoroughly and referenced during data analysis. In addition, by asking the participants to
invite a peer to watch videotapes of the rich points of recorded classes for IPR, I allowed
them to take part in decisions critical to the research.
Peer Debriefing

This study employed peer debriefing to gather information from the teachers of
the oral deaf focal participants, as well as from the tutor of the deaf, Mrs. Silver. I was
also able to identify rich points based on my conversations with Mrs. Silver. Emma saw
Mrs. Silver immediately after her English class. As a way to open up their tutoring
session, Emma would volunteer comments about her class and recount specific
interactions that served as rich points for more in-depth analysis. When Mrs. Silver and I
spoke about Marwa, our conversations often centered on Marwa’s work ethic and her
desire to advocate for her needs. My conversations with Mrs. Silver about Kim often
involved reconstructing content covered in class and figuring out ways to prepare Kim for
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individualized tutoring with Ms. Hunter. Alone together, Mrs. Silver and I jointly reflected
upon the focal participants’ views and their own interpretations of their participation in
language and literacy events.
While I never sat with any of these teachers for a formal interview, each one
knew that our casual conversations—in the hallways, during lunch, or when I visited
them during prep time—were all part of my data collection. I took notes on our
conversations that probed deeper into my observations and focused on preliminary
interpretations of language and literacy events in the classroom. However, general
conversations that focused on the individual professional concerns that they raised as
classroom teachers, though rich and very promising as starting points for creating
professional learning communities, were not included in the analytic notes.
Triangulation
Triangulation of findings occurs when there is a convergence of at least two
pieces of data that have been gathered either by different methods or by the same
method over time (Ely, 1991). In this study, triangulation was built into the process of
data collection. The events that focal participants described during brief conversations
after class were echoed in my class observations and captured on audiotape and
videotape. In turn, classroom interactions were interpreted during discussions in the IPR
meetings. Triangulation with research participants and their teachers was critical to the
study and was integrated throughout the research process.
To learn about the oral deaf focal participants’ mainstreaming experiences, I
gathered data by participant observations, field notes, informal interviews, and the
Interpersonal Process Recall (IPR) method. Reviewing field notes and listening to the
audiotapes helped me gain a deeper appreciation for the complexities of conducting
ethnographic research in mainstream classrooms. As I listened to audiotapes and
transcribed field notes, I was able to select elements from the flow of events (Atkinson,
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s
1992) and flag them for subsequent in-depth analysis. I read and re-read portions of my
field notes and transcripts to identify meaning units. Tesch (1990, pp. 115-141) refers to
this process as coding. Throughout the process of data collection, I practiced coding as I
categorized, tallied, and labeled data in order to make sense of my observations through
interpretation and preliminary analysis (Ely, Vinz, Downing, & Anzul, 1997). As I
identified and coded patterns, I was able to discern themes that seemed useful and
relevant for in-depth data analysis.
Data Analysis
My analysis began while I was in the process of collecting my data. As I reviewed
my field notes, I supplemented them with transcriptions of the language and literacy
events that I recorded on audiotape during my observations. As I noted earlier, the oral
deaf focal participants were practically inaudible in the audiotapes. My field notes during
class observations focused on capturing their actions and interactions in mainstream
classrooms. While reviewing my field notes, I was able to synchronize my own
observations with the data that could be extracted from the audiotapes, and later the
videotapes, of events in the classroom.
Initial analysis of the data included a close reading of interactions between the
oral deaf focal participants and their hearing teachers and peers. My purpose for
conducting a close reading was to notice patterns that were emerging over time.
Themes that emerged during the initial analysis served as a guide for subsequent data
collection. For example, when I noticed that individual hearing students interacted with
some regularity with the oral deaf focal participants, I paid close attention to when these
interactions occurred and made sure that I sat within hearing distance so I could write
down any verbal exchanges that might not have been captured on audiotape.
My second purpose for conducting a close reading was to pinpoint rich points in
mainstream classrooms. Rich points were language and literacy events that were rare
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and not typical of the established practices in mainstream classrooms. As explained
above, rich points are moments of tension or circumstances when “normal” or
established practices are interrupted or “disrupted” (Brodkey, 1996). Because the oral
deaf focal participants identified these rich points, I deemed it important to take note of
these moments because they served as useful instances for highlighting tensions and
conflict that were not otherwise evident or talked about.
After I identified emerging themes and patterns of interactions and took note of
rich points in the field notes collected on each oral deaf focal participant, I looked for
similarities or differences among the themes and patterns of interactions across oral
deaf focal participants and mainstream classroom contexts. These steps were not linear
and sequential but cyclical and repetitive. Comparing and contrasting themes and
patterns of interactions across oral deaf focal participants and mainstream classroom
contexts enabled me to develop, verify, and modify the answers to my research
questions as they were taking shape. Field notes and transcripts of interactions that did
not fit emerging themes and patterns during my initial analysis of the data were
temporarily set aside and later revisited. Some of these data stood out as negative
cases or moments of tension; they proved to be valuable because they served to
highlight language uses or interactions that might not otherwise have been evident.
Bloome’s Microethnographic Discourse Analysis of Classroom Power Relations
The concept of power is often invoked in discussions of classroom language and literacy
events. While the word is used in contexts related to equity, social justice, and diversity,
the meaning of power is often vague or left unexamined. Bloome et al. (2005) explore
the varied and complex definitions of power using Microethnographic Discourse
Analysis. He proposes three models of power as a way to examine the intricacy of power
relations that evolves in classroom language and literacy events. Deeper analysis of the
power interactions actually revealed interesting differences and similarities between the
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oral deaf focal participants and the mainstream classroom contexts that they were
participating in.
One model is “power as product.” To give weight to the definition of power as
product, participants in mainstream classrooms must think, value, act, and use language
in ways that are considered desirable and appropriate within a given context. When
power is viewed as a product, a commodity, or a measurable thing that one person can
have more of than others, then it can be “given, received, transferred, traded, or taken
away” (Bloome et al., 2005, p. 160). According to this definition, the ability to use
language and access verbal exchanges in mainstream classrooms can be viewed as
power. That is, hearing students can be viewed as having an advantage that oral deaf
students do not have, because hearing students are able to interact more directly with
teachers and peers and to obtain the messages that their teachers impart. Thus, in the
mainstream classroom, where much information is delivered through the auditory and
verbal channel, hearing students are empowered, while oral deaf students are deprived
of power because they do not have equal access to the auditory and verbal channel.
Bloome et al.’s (2005) second model is power as process. When power is viewed
as a process, the focus shifts to the “set of relations among people and among social
institutions” (p. 162), rather than on the individuals or the group per se. In this model,
actions and interactions are viewed as part of a course of negotiations and compromises
among teachers and students, who ultimately serve as the context for each other’s
actions and reactions. An important aspect of power as process is the notion of the
naturalization of a discourse. Bloome et al. (2005) define naturalization as the process of
taking a word, symbol, language, or way of doing things and making it an integral part of
a culture or a context. Thus, from the perspective of power as process, power resides
not in the quantity of knowledge or information that individuals possess, but in the
interpretive frame or discourse that structures relations between individuals. In the
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classroom setting, for example, talking out of turn or beginning with a class discussion
may be accepted as commonplace or natural ways of communicating. When these
forms of communication are naturalized and privileged in the classroom, however, they
make it harder for oral deaf focal participants to participate, because they have more
difficulty in identifying new speakers. Naturalization may permit certain acts to be
privileged and acceptable and consequently make others marginalized and
unacceptable.
A third model of power, which is heavily indebted to the works of feminist
theorists and scholars, is power as caring relations. This model views power as
something that is shared among individuals: the idea of exerting “power over” someone
is replaced by the idea of sharing “power with” someone. Instead of viewing power as a
coercive or constraining force, the concept of power as caring relations argues that
power has the potential to bring people together and to mutually benefit them in the
process. Power, in this model, extends beyond mere politeness or niceness; it is a
reciprocal and multidimensional process involving intention, action, effort, and
involvement. In the classroom, the model of power as caring relations may be used to
describe what happens when a teacher takes steps to accommodate a student with
special needs. The teacher’s experience of reflecting on the student’s needs and
designing instructional modifications could in turn contribute to the overall improvement
and enhancement of her teaching practice and repertoire.
Bloome et al.’s (2005) exploration of power relations argues for a more nuanced
and varied definition of power and power relations in classrooms. This concept of power
relations is particularly useful in this study that explores mainstreaming as it was enacted
in the classes that the oral deaf focal participants participated in, because it proposes a
new understanding of relationships between people and institutions.
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Transcription of Language and Literacy Events

I organized the combined field notes and video/audiotaped interactions by
reconstructing classroom talk in a theatre script format, where the speaker is identified
and the conversational turn is transcribed. Each conversational turn was converted into
a message unit that was roughly equivalent to a clause or a phrase. I conducted a lineby-line analysis by looking into the social significance communicated in each turn. Then I
integrated my observation notes, which primarily focused on the oral deaf focal
participants’ actions and interactions, into the column where I recorded a partial list of
contextualization cues. According to Bloome et al. (2005), contextualization cues are
those acts participants perform as they interact with each other that in turn serve as a
material basis for describing what is going on in the interaction. In this study,
contextualization cues formed the basis for participants’ understanding and interpretation
of a particular language and literacy event. Thus, they were particularly important in my
interpretation and analysis of the data. In addition to creating a column for a partial list of
contextualization cues, I added a separate column for the commentaries and analytic
notes I produced during data analysis.
Coding of my field notes and transcripts began with an examination of the
bounded series of actions and interactions involving teachers, hearing students, and oral
deaf focal participants in the mainstream classroom. Specifically, I examined the data by
looking at the teachers’ agendas, goals, and directions and by attending to the students’
activities and responses. When the oral deaf focal participants’ actions and reactions
varied from those of their hearing peers, I examined features of the language and
literacy events and paid close attention to the meanings and significance of uses of
verbal and nonverbal language. The features of language and literacy events that I
specifically examined as potential sources of meaning were contextualization cues,
which Bloome (1989) classifies into four general categories: (a) paralinguistic/prosodic,
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(b) kinetic, (c) proxemic, and (d) verbal. Paralinguistic signals include volume, tone, and
rate shifts; pauses; and intonation patterns and shifts. Kinetic signals include gestures,
posture, eye movement, eye contact, or lack of eye contact. Proxemic signals refer to
the relative distance between speakers. Verbal cues include register and syntactical
shifts.
Limitations of Microethnographic Discourse Analysis
As I collected data, I also realized the challenge of capturing each and every
single verbal and nonverbal turn involving the oral deaf focal participants. The
reconstructions of classroom language and literacy events that serve as the basis of this
study are all a product of the choices I made while I listened, watched, took notes, and
analyzed the various sources of data.
I immersed myself in the classroom setting as a participant observer and
recorded observations in my field notes. I also engaged in dialogue with participants at
different points during data collection and transcribed audiotapes and videotapes. These
were all important parts of the ethnographic inquiry. In addition, themes and patterns that
emerged as I analyzed my data during data collection allowed me to test and verify the
internal generalizability of answers as they took shape in response to my research
questions. Internal generalizability—“the generalizability of a conclusion within the
setting or a group studied” (Schofield, 2004)—is critical in qualitative research and was
an important goal of this study.
The particular story that evolved from this study was therefore very specific. It
was based on the specific observations by a specific researcher of a specific number of
oral deaf students in specific mainstream classrooms, and it must not be taken as
generalizable to other mainstreamed deaf students. The purpose of this study was to
examine mainstream classrooms as settings for the education of high school oral deaf
students. I was interested in how they navigated uses of language and were positioned
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as learners alongside their hearing teachers and peers. The following chapter explores
how mainstream classrooms might or might not be Least Restrictive Environments for
oral deaf students. In addition to probing the oral deaf focal participants’ mainstreaming
experiences, the next chapter also looks into the consequences of classroom
interactions on the oral deaf focal participants as well as on their hearing teachers and
peers.
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CHAPTER IV
MAINSTREAM CLASSROOMS AS SITES FOR CONSTRUCTING
POWER AND POWER RELATIONS
“Context for learning must be constructed—
a complex task that is sure worth the effort.”
(Ramsey, 1997, p. 116)
Introduction
When Alexander Graham Bell rejected the use of signs and advocated teaching
deaf students to communicate by speaking, he viewed the oral approach as a way to
prepare them for life among hearing people and “restore the deaf to society” (Bell, 1891).
For Bell, the goal of educating the deaf was to “enable them to communicate readily and
easily with hearing persons, or rather to render intercommunication between the deaf
and hearing easy and certain” (Winefield, 2002, p. 22). Bell’s legacy lived on, and the
education of oral deaf students continued to be shaped by his beliefs and his aspirations
for learning environments where deaf and hearing students could interact and learn from
each other.
Public Law 94-142 facilitated the increased enrollment of oral deaf students in
regular schools by legally and constitutionally guaranteeing their right to attend classes
with their hearing peers. The 1997 reauthorized version of Public Law 94-142 focused
on improving instruction by requiring schools to put in place “aids, services, and other
supports that are provided in regular education classes or other education related
settings to enable children with disabilities to be educated with non-disabled children to
the maximum extent appropriate” and making general education teachers “part of the
team that guides the child’s education enabling the child to be involved and make
progress in the regular curriculum” (IDEA, 1997). With these provisions in place, it would
seem that oral deaf students were ideally positioned to enjoy a full academic and social
experience in mainstream classrooms.
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Unfortunately, Bell and the proponents of mainstreaming did not anticipate the
possibility that oral deaf students might experience difficulties with teaching and learning
in classes with hearing teachers and peers. Perhaps they did not realize the extent to
which the process of negotiation that lies at the heart of teaching and learning hinges on
strategic and skillful uses of spoken language. In any case, mainstreaming paints a rosy
picture of deaf and hearing students learning together, but that picture does not
accurately depict oral deaf students’ unequal access to the currency used in constructing
power relations in mainstream classrooms: spoken language.
A meaningful way to map the terrain is to imagine mainstream classrooms as
“contact zones” or “social spaces where cultures meet, clash, and grapple with each
other often in contexts of highly asymmetrical relations of power” (Pratt, 1992). In this
fairly circumscribed environment, negotiations over power and constructions of power
relations are particularly complicated by identity politics, because it is the presence of
oral deaf focal participants that makes these regular classrooms into mainstream
settings. Thus, while mainstream classrooms are physically enclosed by walls, those
walls are transcended by law, history, and politics. Thinking of mainstream classrooms
as contact zones undermines the simplistic view that physically placing the oral deaf
focal participants with their hearing peers facilitates their access to the general
curriculum.
To answer the research questions posed in this study, I will begin in the first
section of this chapter by examining mainstream classrooms as sites where power is
constructed as a product. Because the use of spoken language dominated in these
mainstream classrooms and was valued as a desirable means of interaction between
and among hearing teachers and students, the oral deaf focal participants found
themselves struggling to sustain their participation in language and literacy events. In the
second section, I will use the concept of power as process to analyze a transcript of an
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oral deaf focal participant and two hearing peers, Becca and Damien, demonstrating
how they adapted the ways they interacted during group work. In this case, power as
process was achieved by privileging a third discourse that was created out of a mutual
compromise. In the third and final section, I relate how power as caring relations was
constructed when an oral deaf focal participant interacted with a hearing teacher and
peers in ways that transcended simple politeness and resulted in shared benefits to their
own teaching and learning.
Power as Product
Teachers organize space and time in the classroom to enact an agenda. They
plan and design their classrooms to allow opportunities for interactions with students and
among students. Teachers sometimes use the organization of time and space as an
“invisible resource” (Manke, 1997) through which they expose or hide their power and
authority in the classroom. By the same token, the organization of time and space may
diminish or ampify opportunities for certain students in mainstream classrooms.
In this study, class discussions proved to be a context in which the construction
of power relations served to diminish the participation of the oral deaf focal participants
in mainstream classrooms. During class discussions, uses of spoken language
dominated teaching and learning. For the most part, hearing students enjoyed class
discussions, because interactions were democratized and authority resided in those who
controlled “airtime” in the classroom. Furthermore, students could use spoken language
to challenge the discussion itself as an organization of time and space that a teacher
might be using to exercise power and authority in the classroom. As teachers invited
students to engage in the use of spoken language by allocating time and space for class
discussions, students were provided with opportunities to freely weave in and out of
classroom talk. Unfortunately, class discussions were not “democratized” for all
students: some students, for one reason or another, did not have ready access to
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spoken language and therefore could not participate as their teachers intended. Among
them were the oral deaf focal participants in this study, who sat for extended periods and
sought to visually follow unregulated verbal exchanges. For the most part, they remained
quiet and rarely spoke up during class discussions.
The two language and literacy events presented in the first section of this chapter
explore the commodification of uses of spoken language to privilege certain participants
while disadvantaging others. The event discussed in the first section, “Money Is Not the
Point,” illustrates the tensions that arose when Emma spoke up and attempted to
participate in a participation structure that was typically dominated by her hearing peers.
“Money Is Not the Point”
Emma was taking Junior English with Ms. May at the time of this study. She
considered her English teacher during her sophomore year, who was receptive to using
the FM system during classroom discussions, to be her best teacher so far. Physically
passing the FM around was an accepted part of the class routine, and it gave Emma a
visual indicator of who was speaking. This was especially helpful for Emma, because the
teacher changed the seating arrangement once a month. Passing the FM around
facilitated her access to class discussions, and while its use singled her out as the one
student who directly benefited from the use of the system, her hearing teacher and peers
welcomed the order that using the FM created.
Emma hoped Ms. May would be equally receptive to using the FM. She spoke
with Ms. May and explained how to use the FM. Ms. May suggested that Emma speak
with the whole class. They complied with Emma’s request and passed the FM around for
a couple of days, but within a week’s time, its use became less consistent. The following
week, her hearing peers stopped using the FM. Emma remarked that they “were too
impatient to wait [for the FM] ... and Ms. May sometimes forgot [to pass it around]”
(personal communication, November 20, 2005). Thereafter, her hearing peers only used
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the FM when they delivered extended presentations before the class. Quite typically, Ms.
May was the sole user of the FM during discussions. Hearing peers were once again
requested to use the FM, but their cooperation was temporary. Emma had to
compromise and be content with Ms. May using the FM. Those of Emma’s hearing peers
who were less inclined to speak up in class were, like Emma, reduced to being listeners
during class discussions. Ms. May could have shortened class discussions or used her
authority as a teacher to manage verbal traffic so that Emma and her quiet hearing
peers could participate, but she did not pursue these options.
Film viewing is an instructional activity that is frequently used in many
classrooms to enhance and scaffold instruction. While films may seem like helpful
teaching tools because they provide visual support, especially if they are captioned,
when films are presented out of context and without adequate preparation, viewing them
can be particularly bewildering. For example, literary classics on film sometimes diverge
from the original plot. Without sufficient introduction, students’ grasp of a literary classic
may be weakened instead of strengthened by viewing a film version.
A modern-day film that parallels the classic Macbeth is Roger and Me. Michael
Moore made this film about his hometown, Flint, Michigan, around the time when the
local General Motors plant was closing. Through rich imagery and vivid scenes, Ms. May
anticipated that Roger and Me would scaffold her students’ understanding of a classic
human drama. Although Emma had read Macbeth and was receptive to the visual
supports that the film offered, she appeared to miss many of the nuances in classroom
discussion that focused on the film.
The following transcript records part of the class discussion after the film was
screened. The discussion was intended to clarify the plot of Roger and Me, to establish
parallels between it and Macbeth, and to evaluate the film’s overall artistic merit. The
students had multiple opportunities to raise questions and voice opinions. The exchange
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was mainly verbal, and Emma participated by visually focusing on Ms. May, who stood
in the general area close to Anita and Carol at the top of the horseshoe to Emma’s left.
When Anita and Carol spoke, Emma immediately switched her eye gaze the very
second that Ms. May established eye contact with them. Ms. May customarily
established momentary eye contact with each student who spoke, but Emma did not
necessarily track the direction of Ms. May’s gaze in order to locate other speakers.
Line Speaker

Message units

50

What would have happened

Miranda

51

if the chemical did not spill?

52

For some reason, in movies

53

things like that happen ...

54

(bell rings)

55

Sarah

Wait, what’s that?

56

Britta

Oh, it’s the hour.

57

They have not pushed the clock back.

58

(while other students looked at the clock, Ms. May locked gaze with Emma)

59

Emma

1 think the workers

60

wanted an apology, not money.

61

(silence)

62

Ms. May

Right!

63

Tom

The lady, she pisses me off.

64

Ms. May

Why do you think that

65

money was not the point?

66

One of the things that was brought up

67

was that the movie

68

is a critique of the legal system.
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69

When Robert Duvall and

70

John Travolta appeared,

71

the story stopped being

72

about the children.

73

Emma, what do you think about it

74

since you brought it up?

75

Emma

1 have not really thought about it.

76

Mark

1 agree with Tom,

77

instead of an apology,

78

1 would just make sure

79

it doesn’t happen again.

80

Tom

81
82

When a big company gives money,
isn’t that admitting guilt?

Maura

1 don’t think so because

83

they are not willing

84

to give a lot of money.

85

Anita

1 agree with Tom because

86

he did not lose anybody in his life.

87

He was just shutting the lady off.

88

Ms. May

That’s right. It is hard to justify.

89

Miranda

Okay, so the other point 1 was saying,

90
91

those were really big companies.
Anita

92
93
94

They can afford to pay a fine
without really hurting their business

Carol

1 didn’t really get
why he just walked away.

91

95

They were talking about 25 million.

96

Anita

He wanted it to be unreasonable.

97

Tom

It seemed that they were

98
99

just about to take a ... handout.
Maura

100
101

1 think there was a really big contrast
when JT moved to a small apartment without heat.

Ms. May

It was interesting when the judge

102

asked about his assets.

103

What did he say?

104

Carol

105
106

Thirteen years of practice and
you had nothing to show for it.

Miranda

107

Didn’t he have $14 and a radio?
(an English teacher, wearing a mask, walked by)

108

Ms. May

109

(as most of Emma’s hearing peers visually checked out Mr. Brent, Emma spoke)

110

Emma

111
112

Okay, there’s Mr. Brent in a weird mask.

1 did not get something.
The children in the river and fire?

Ms. May

Okay, there’s a group of teenagers

113

who were playing with firecrackers

114

and one fell on the river and

115

it caught fire to show how toxic it was.

116

Anita

Why would they need that?

117

They lived in a community

118

and they don’t want the company.

119
120

Carol

You can risk losing your job
because you are a whistleblower.
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Spoken Language as a Currency of Exchange
As the preceding transcript suggests, during class discussions, a network of
power relations was constructed through the use of spoken language. For Ms. May and
Emma’s hearing peers, spoken language was the valuable currency that facilitated the
exchange of teaching and learning in junior English. The value of spoken language was
communicated implicitly by the manner in which everyone reacted to its skillful use, and
by the way in which everyone competed for airtime in class. When Emma initiated a
verbal exchange by asking questions, however, her hearing peers did not display any
inclination to connect with her or to address their responses directly to her; instead, they
competed for turns and opportunities to elaborate on each other’s contributions. They
must have assumed that Emma shared their orientation to spoken language, and were
therefore exchanging this valued commodity in the same way that they usually did: they
acted without any regard for the fact that this was one of the very few occasions on
which Emma participated in class discussion.
Clearly, Emma did not experience this transaction in the same way as her
hearing peers did. Due to the reduced coupling of visual and verbal cues that she
experienced, Emma faced communicative challenges that remained largely unnoticed by
her hearing teacher and peers. Verbal turns that were not accompanied by visual signals
were not accessible and meaningful to Emma. Because there was no deliberate visual
signaling that corresponded to verbal turns, she could not tell who said what. Thus, the
use of spoken language remained a rare commodity inaccessible to Emma, even when
she did attempt to break through the communication barriers that class discussions
created. Those barriers ironically became more numerous as the amount of time
allocated to class discussions increased.
Emma’s ability to participate in class discussions was further reduced by the
other conversations that were taking place in the classroom. Private conversations were
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made public by lengthy “whispered” exchanges among hearing peers; in addition,
students interspersed random informal comments among class discussions. As Emma’s
hearing peers freely traded and exchanged spoken language, they were easily able to
differentiate between public and private talk because they could perceive the relative
volume of speakers’ comments and register shifts in meaning and effective tone. Emma,
however, could not distinguish these shifts conveyed by the suprasegmental featuresintonation, accent and stress patterns- of her hearing peers’ verbal turns. Emma’s
compromised access to speech was doubly complicated, because the same set of
students, who were seated at various spots throughout the classroom, spoke all the
time. As a result, devoting her full attention to Ms. May became Emma’s default strategy
for accessing class discussions.
So, on this rare occasion when Emma attempted to interject her voice into a
class discussion, Ms. May tried to empower Emma by elaborating on her question and
later inviting her to speak up, elaborate her thought, and contribute as a discussant in
class. Unfortunately, Ms. May’s explicit attempt contributed to Emma’s inability to
participate in uses of spoken language with her hearing peers. Ms. May’s conversational
turns tended to be long as she first elaborated on Emma’s question and then gave her
response. Ms. May could have asked Emma to elaborate and direct her questions to her
hearing peers. Rather than answering Emma’s question herself, she could have passed
the question on to her fellow students, or she could have repeated Emma’s comment
and opened the discussion up to the rest of the class. Ms. May’s lengthy response made
it difficult for Emma to re-enter the discussion. Emma withdrew from the discussion in
line 75 (“I have not really thought about it”), perhaps because Ms. May’s response
simply did not respond to the point that Emma was making. It is also possible that Emma
was not able to make sense of Ms. May’s response. In any case, Ms. May’s response to
Emma failed to empower her as a student discussant: Ms. May, who already had access
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to the source of power, continued to speak at length, and thus she put Emma at further
disadvantage.
In this language and literacy event in a mainstream classroom, the use of
spoken language was assumed to be the only way to define power. When Emma
participated, she was seeking clarification of those parts of the film that had confused
her. Because Ms. May and her hearing peers oriented their interactions around uses of
spoken language, they likely assumed that when Emma was given the opportunity to
speak up, not only would she want to do so, she would also be able to speak up in the
same manner they did, without any problems. Ms. May’s extended verbal turns,
however, did not facilitate Emma’s successful entry into class discussions. After Emma’s
first turn in line 59 (“I think the workers wanted an apology, not money”), although her
hearing peers paid attention to her comment and built their succeeding discussion upon
it, they did not modify their style or manner of exchange to encourage her continuing
engagement with them. In line 110 (“I did not get it. The children in the river and fire?”),
Emma genuinely hoped for clarification for a segment of the film she did not understand,
but her use of spoken language evolved into yet another missed opportunity for verbal
integration. Even though Ms. May actively encouraged Emma’s participation in the
discussion, the construction of power through the use of spoken language failed to
account for the role and impact of the social aspect of power and overlooked how
identity and individual sense of self had an effect on the transaction.
Line Speaker

Message units

contextualization cues

50

What would have happened,

Loud voice; Miranda pulling pages

51

if the chemical did not spill?

from binder; rising intonation

52

For some reason, in movies

Emma looks to Ms. May

53

things like that happen ...

Miranda

54

Bell rings
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55

Sarah

Wait, what’s that?

Sarah looks up

56

Britta

Oh, it’s the hour.

Index finger pointing up

57

They have not pushed

Emma gazes at the center of room

58

the clock back.

while peers look at clock

59
60

Ms. May locks gaze with Emma
Emma

6

I think the workers

Lower voice; comment overlapping

wanted an apology,

Britta s; Ms. May turns to face

not money.

Emma

61

silence

62

Ms. May

Right!

Loud voice; eye contact with Emma

63

Tom

The lady, she pisses me off.

Loud voice; emphatic delivery

64

Ms. May

Why do you think that

Emma makes eye contact with Ms.

65

money was not the point?

May; rising intonation

66

One of the things that

Ms. May locks gaze with Emma

was brought up
67

was that the movie

68

Is a critique of the legal

Emma makes eye contact with

69

system. When Robert Duvall

Ms. May

70

and John Travolta appeared,

71

the story stopped being

72

about the children.

Ms. May’s eyes veer to

73

Emma,

Miranda then back to Emma

what do you think about it
74
75

Emma

since you brought it up?

Rising intonation; louder

I have not

voice; Emma closes eyes;

really thought about it.

lower voice
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76

Mark

I agree with Tom,

Ms. May shifts body

77

instead of an apology,

orientation to Mark; Emma's

78

I would just make sure

gaze shifts to Mark then Ms.

79

it doesn’t happen again.

May

When a big company gives

loud voice; rising intonation

80

Tom

81
82

money, isn’t that admitting guilt?
Maura

I don’t think so because

Ms. May shifts orientation

83

they are not willing

to Maura to right of Emma;

84

to give a lot of money.

Emma’s eyes follow Ms. May

I agree with Tom because

Ms. May turns to Anita, to far

86

he did not lose anybody in his life,

left of Emma; Ms May turns,

87

He was just shutting the lady off.

walks back to blackboard
loud voice; Miranda facing

85

Anita

88

Ms. May

That’s right. It is hard to justify.

89

Miranda

Okay, so the other point I was saying, away from Emma; Emma

90
91

Anita

92
93

those were really big companies.

eyes to binder then reads

They can afford to pay a fine

notes

without really hurting their business.
Carol

I didn’t really get

Emma looks up

94

why he just walked away.

Ms. May walks to

95

They were talking about 25 million,

middle of room

96

Anita

He wanted it to be unreasonable.

Loud voice

97

Tom

It seemed that they were

Overlapping Anita’s comment

just about to take a ... handout.

Emma watching Ms. May

98
99
100

Maura

I think there was a really big contrast
when JT moved to a small
apartment without heat.

97

»

101

Ms. May

It was interesting when the judge

Emma watching Ms. May

102

asked about his assets.

103

What did he say?

Rising intonation

Thirteen years of practice and

Loud, slow delivery

you had nothing to show for it.

Emma watching Ms. May

Didn’t he have $14 and a radio?

Overlapping Carol’s

104

Carol

105
106

Miranda

107
108

rising intonation;
Ms. May

109

Okay, there’s Mr. Brent

Ms. May turns to door;

in a weird mask.

Mr. Brent peeks in at door;
peers look at Mr. Brent...

110

Emma

111
112

1 did not get something.

Lower voice; halting delivery

The children in the river and fire?
Ms. May

Okay, there’s a group of teenagers

Eye contact with Emma

113

who were playing with firecrackers

Emma watching Ms. May

114

and one fell on the river and

115

it caught fire to show how toxic it was.

116

Anita

Why would they need that?

Loud voice; rising intonation

117

They lived in a community

Ms. May turns to left of

118

and they don’t want the company.

Emma

You can risk losing your job

Loud voice; Emma watching

because you are a whistleblower.

Ms. May

119
120

Carol

A Focal Participant was Singled Out to be Included
Emma’s hearing peers’ collective linguistic and discursive sophistication was an
impossible platform on which to stage Emma’s participation in class discussions. They
confidently expressed their interpretations and opinions about the film Roger and Me
and took on the task of initiating shifts in the focus or flow of verbal turns. Without Ms.
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May’s initiation or active manipulation of turns, an in-depth scrutiny of the plot and the
legal system took shape. Instead of simply describing and recalling scenes from the film,
students shifted and deepened the class discussion as they offered insights in response
to each other’s questions. Rather than simply following Ms. May’s lead, they controlled
the verbal exchanges so that the traditional boundaries routinely associated with the
teacher as authority figure did not hold true in this particular language and literacy event.
Ms. May attempted to elaborate on their responses, but they independently formulated
interpretations or generated complex responses to each other. Interpreting the film or
text ceased to be Ms. May’s sole domain and became instead a task that she shared
with her students. As their collective insights deepened, however, the differences in their
spiraling conversations became too nuanced for Emma to notice and perceive.
Unfortunately, she was further cut off from the exchange because no one repeated or
summarized the gist of her peers’ rapid-fire discussion.
In examining power relations in a mainstream classroom, it is tempting to view
the students as a unitary group and to overlook the reality that some of them do not
necessarily function like the majority of their peers, nor do they interact similarly with
them. The fact is that some of Emma’s hearing peers remained quiet throughout this
class discussion. It is difficult to ascertain whether they were not interested in
participating or simply did not have an opportunity to enter an already crowded
exchange. As non-speaking participants during this class discussion, they opted out
from direct participation but were nonetheless likely able to gain or access parts of the
discussion simply by being present when the class discussion happened.
Emma also accessed parts of the discussion by being present in the classroom.
Yet there were differences in how she experienced this particular interaction. As is
evident in the transcript, Ms. May’s reactions and responses to Emma significantly
contrasted with her interactions with Emma’s hearing peers. Emma intended her
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question and comment to be public, as evidenced by her use of a relatively loud voice. In
both instances, Ms. May embarked on very lengthy responses to increase her
participation in the discussion (personal communication, March 23, 2005). But because
Ms. May did not realize that her lengthy responses were not readily accessible to Emma,
her strategy produced the opposite effect. Emma was discouraged from further
participation because she had to figure out Ms. May’s intended meaning before she
could formulate a response. This process of comprehension and response would take
time. And so, as Ms. May finished her follow-up question and most of Emma’s hearing
peers started to look in her direction, Emma disengaged in line 75 (“I have not really
thought about it”) rather than forcing Ms. May and her hearing peers to wait. Instead of
responding to Emma’s prompts by waiting for her to elaborate, Ms. May seized the
initiative herself by making a lengthy response that inadvertently extinguished Emma’s
further engagement. In this instance, Emma’s not fitting in was not simply an effect of
her deafness, nor was it a conscious choice or a matter of preference on Emma’s part.
Instead, not fitting in was a product of the collective inability of her class to orient
classroom discourse so that they could include Emma in language and literacy events
that she should have been a part of. The net result for Emma was the sense that she
would forever be an outsider in the larger social and academic circle that she should
have been part of.
I have no doubt that when the oral deaf focal participants in this study were
assigned to a particular class, their teachers welcomed them wholeheartedly. I sincerely
believe that each one of their teachers viewed having a deaf student in class as
something to be expected in the course of teaching in a public school in Nortonsmith. In
fact, I doubt whether the teachers questioned the influence of Public Law 94-142 on the
decision to place the oral deaf focal participants in their classroom. With the steady flow
of Carle School graduates coming to Nortonsmith High School, it was only a matter of
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time before each teacher would have the opportunity to welcome a deaf student into the
classroom. As the teachers led classes in which the oral deaf focal participants were
mainstreamed, I was convinced that they took steps to modify their instruction based on
their understanding of what each student needed. In whatever way the teachers might
have designed and enacted modifications and accommodations in their teaching, I firmly
believed that their primary motivation was to do their best with each and every student.
The next language and literacy event to be discussed in this section contrasts
with the first one in that Ms. Hunter intentionally and deliberately invited Kim into the
class discussion. Unfortunately, the use of spoken language in this class was inflexible
in terms of its format. For every content-related interaction, Ms. Hunter asked a question
and her students answered. Because this was an Algebra class, there was also the
assumption that there was one right answer, though students might go about their
solutions in different ways. As she reviewed each math problem that needed to be
solved, Ms. Hunter interacted with her students in this rigid question-and-answer format.
“Subtract from the Total”
There were 27 students in Kim’s Algebra class, which was made up of relatively
younger students: 19 of them were freshmen and 4 were sophomores. There were no
juniors, and Kim was one of the 2 seniors in this class. The students’ academic skills
varied widely: some quickly grasped the lesson while others required repeated
explanations and practice.
There were seemingly mundane issues that affected Kim’s visual access to
speech in this classroom. For example, since the class met early in the morning, Kim
was regularly distracted by the glare from the rising sun. When she arrived early, she
adjusted the blinds herself. As the 90-minute class progressed, Kim leaned forward or
back and shifted to her left, right, or wherever there was a little space to maneuver. Ms.
Hunter adjusted the blinds when she noticed that Kim was distracted in the classroom,
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which was small for the size of the class. Although Ms. Hunter had repeatedly
rearranged the seating to make it possible for her to circulate during independent
practice, she often found herself needing to ask one or two students to scoot to the left,
right, forward, or back so that she could get to each of her students. Despite being a trim
woman, Ms. Hunter bumped into students’ desks as she moved about. The disproportion
between class and classroom size could partly be attributed to poor planning. The
classrooms in Nortonsmith High School had been designed with small class sizes in
mind when the high school building was renovated 6 years earlier. But as positions were
eliminated to cope with recent budget cuts and a looming deficit, class sizes ballooned.
Accessing visual prompts and supports was difficult in this classroom where
students were “packed like sardines” (interview with Ms. Hunter, May 24, 2006). There
was not enough room on the small blackboard for students to show solutions to the
problems, and so students who did board work had to show their solutions in batches of
four. Ms. Hunter used the overhead projector to introduce new lessons and show
examples. When using transparencies, Ms. Hunter literally stood right in front of Kim,
which was an awkward distance from which to speechread Ms. Hunter. The optimal
distance for speechreading is said to be from 3 to 6 feet from the speaker, but achieving
this was virtually impossible, as every nook and cranny in the classroom was occupied.
Kim found herself choosing between speechreading Ms. Hunter or looking at illustrations
on the board; each form of communication helped, but neither one was in itself sufficient
to provide full access to instruction.
Ms. Hunter’s habit was to introduce a new lesson and give students five
homework problems to solve for the next class. As she typically did when solving a
problem in class, she called upon students to answer questions and explain steps in the
solution of the problem. In the language and literacy event transcribed below, Ms. Hunter
called on Kim to answer questions as she solved problem #1 of the homework. Kim
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spent a significant fraction of her academic assistance time with Mrs. Silver preparing
her homework, and problem #1 happened to be the item that she had worked on most
thoroughly with Mrs. Silver the previous day. Kim felt well prepared.
Line

Speaker

Message units

70

Ms. Hunter

Who got that so far?

71

Kim

Sixty-nine minus six point two.

72

Ms. Hunter

What do you do next?

73

Kim

Subtract from the total.

74

Ms. Hunter

What is the total? ...
You subtract from the total, right?

75
76

Kim

Uh-huh ... subtract.

77

Ms. Hunter

From what?

78

Kim

Subtract from the total.

79

Ms. Hunter

What is the total?

80

Kim

Sixty-nine.

81

Ms. Hunter

Right! Did everybody get that?

More Teacher Talk, Less Focal Participant Access
This exchange between Ms. Hunter and Kim might suggest that they freely
conversed with each other. From line 70 through line 81, Ms. Hunter asked questions
and Kim answered. A close look at the frequency and functions of verbal turns, however,
reveals that this was not a clear-cut question and answer exchange. While Kim
answered each time Ms. Hunter finished a question, analysis of the exchange shows
that in only two of the seven instances did Kim answer with the anticipated response. In
lines 72 Ms. Hunter asked, “What do you do next?” In line 73 Kim replied, “Subtract from
the total.” In line 79 Ms. Hunter asked, “What is the total?” Kim replied in line 80, “Sixty-
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I
nine. But in all other instances, Ms. Hunter did not get the answers she anticipated.
While they stayed on topic and the exchange appeared seamless for the most part, Ms.
Hunter generally did not get the answer she anticipated, or Kim provided responses to
questions other than those asked. For example, a logical response to line 74, “What is
the total? would have been a number. A logical response to her follow-up question in
line 75, You subtract from the total, right?” would have been a yes or no. Instead, in line
76 Kim replied, “Uh-huh ... subtract,” which would have been an acceptable response to
a question about method. Whether the disconnect was a function of Kim not hearing or
of Ms. Hunter not listening closely or not hearing Kim’s soft voice amidst the talk of her
peers, the result was a prolonged exchange in pursuit of information that could possibly
have been obtained with fewer turns.
Isolating verbal turns from non-linguistic cues was acutely problematic because
Kim, being oral deaf, could not fully access verbal signals through the auditory channel.
Verbal turns alone could not fully represent actual exchanges. Consequently they give
limited information on the strategies Kim used to navigate language and literacy events
in mainstream classrooms. There were several unnecessary back-and-forth exchanges
between Kim and Ms. Hunter. Line 70 (“Who got that so far?”) suggested that the
question was addressed to the whole class. Instead of responding with an affirmation, in
line 71 Kim appeared to jump the gun by talking out of turn and volunteering her answer:
“Sixty-nine minus six point two.” Ms. Hunter acknowledged Kim in line 72 with a follow¬
up question that suggested Kim had the floor, but there were disconnects in lines 74-76,
and the line “subtract from the total” appears to have been unnecessarily repeated.
When Ms. Hunter provided instruction primarily by talking, Kim and her hearing peers
who were uncomfortable speaking up in class found it extremely difficult to participate.
It is likely that Kim’s difficulty adjusting to Ms. Hunter’s preferred question-answer
format contributed to the increasing asymmetry in her access to speech in mainstream
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classrooms. Perhaps Ms. Hunter assumed that Kim was accurately speechreading her,
especially because Kim did not ask for repetitions. In addition, Kim gave the answers
she thought Ms. Hunter expected, but Kim’s default strategy of guessing, or building
upon a series of incomplete signals to construct meaning, was ineffective. Asking
questions or seeking repetitions meant temporarily halting the flow of exchange, and Kim
did not want to inconvenience her hearing peers. She preferred to cope with the
consequences of not knowing or understanding on her own. Kim later explained, “we
[eventually] get each other” (IPR conversation, March 24, 2006), suggesting that she
assumed Ms. Hunter would either realize when Kim had misunderstood her or that Ms.
Hunter would voluntarily clarify for her.
As neither teacher nor student chose to clarify or ask questions, the result was a
prolonged exchange that isolated not only Kim but also Ms. Hunter from the rest of the
class. Altogether, the exchange lasted 90 seconds. While short in duration, their
exchange was still long enough for some of Kim’s hearing peers to begin chatting with
each other and get off-task. Typically, when the waiting time between turns was
relatively longer, Kim’s hearing peers talked over Mrs. Hunter and Kim, thus resulting in
their inadvertent and temporary isolation from the rest of the class. This suggests that
Kim’s needs were difficult to accommodate within the existing structure of her Algebra
class.
The following transcription of the verbal exchanges between Kim and Ms. Hunter
includes a separate column containing a partial description of contextualization cues.
The description highlights aspects of the interactions between Kim and Ms. Hunter that
may have influenced their actions and their reactions to each other. A line-by-line
analysis that examines such “below the radar” signals immediately follows this transcript.
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Line

Speaker

Message units

Contextualization cues

70

Ms. Hunter

Who got that so far?

Stress on “who"; rising
intonation at the end; eye
gaze to center of classroom

71

Kim

Sixty-nine minus six point two.

Lower volume; response
overlapping with intelligible
talk from several peers

72

Ms. Hunter

What do you do next?

Shifts body orientation to
Kim 's direction; eye contact
with Kim

73

Kim

Subtract from the total

Slightly higher volume; shifts
gaze to writing on board

74

Ms. Hunter

What is the total?

“What" overlapping with
Kim’s response; raising
hand holding marker; body
orientation slightly shifting
toward whiteboard

75
76
77

Kim looks down;
reads her homework
Ms. Hunter

You subtract from the total, right?

78

Higher volume; visually
scans the rest of the class
Kim looks up to the board,
reads Ms. Hunter’s writing

79

Kim

Uh-huh ... subtract.

Lower voice on “uh-huh
then pause; eye contact with
Ms. Hunter after “subtract”

80

Ms. Hunter

From what?

Higher volume; lowers hand
holding marker; shifts body
orientation back to face Kim

81

Kim

Subtract.... from., the., total.

Low volume; stress on each
word uttered

82

Ms. Hunter

What is the total?

Higher volume; eye gaze
shifts to group of students to
Kim's left

83

Sixty-nine.

Kim reads from her
homework

84

Right! Did everybody get that?

Much higher volume;
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visually scans the rest of the
class; pause
85

Peer-to-peer talk among
students stops; silence

86

Ms. Hunter turns to write
“69” on board

A Teacher’s Sincere Attempt was Not Enough

Line-by-line analysis of this exchange shows how Ms. Hunter and Kim crossed
wires in spite of deliberately working to connect with each other. While it seemed that
any student could volunteer to answer her question in line 70, Ms. Hunter’s gaze
indicated that she expected Kim to answer. Kim’s response in line 71 showed that not
only did she understand the steps, she also had the answer to Ms. Hunter’s question. In
fact, her response in line 71 could have moved the exchange along because Kim knew
the answer that Ms. Hunter ultimately requested. Most likely, Ms. Hunter did not hear
Kim’s response in 71. Ms. Hunter backtracked and broke problem-solving steps down by
asking, “What do you do next?” Kim responded precisely to Ms. Hunter’s question in line
71. When Kim shifted her gaze away from Ms. Hunter to the whiteboard, she indicated
that she anticipated Ms. Hunter would write on the board. She may also have been
attempting to shrug off the attention she was receiving from Ms. Hunter. During IPR, Kim
explained that she wanted to ensure that she did not lose her place in the verbal
exchange. She sought visual supports to reinforce verbal prompts. Kim’s eye shift was
her reminder to Ms. Hunter, who began to write on the board in line 74. In lines 75-76,
Kim referred to her notes to answer Ms. Hunter.
Ms. Hunter used a slightly louder voice and visually scanned the classroom in
line 77 to re-focus the rest of the class, because their chatter got louder as Kim’s hearing
peers stopped paying attention to Ms. Hunter’s exchange with Kim. In line 78, Kim did
not pick up on the change in Ms. Hunter’s volume. As Kim was referring to the
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blackboard, she did not realize that Ms. Hunter had told the class to listen up. Instead, to
cope with unclear signals, Kim repeated a part of her previous answer to the question in
line 79. Wanting to complete Kim’s answer, Ms. Hunter prompted her with a question in
line 80: “From what?” In line 81, “Subtract.. from .. the .. total,” Kim repeated her answer
in line 73. Ms. Hunter moved on and asked the question that logically followed in line 82,
“What is the total?” and Kim offered the answer in line 83, “sixty-nine.” In lines 84-86,
Ms. Hunter disengaged her total attention from Kim and addressed the whole class.
Note the exchange in lines 72-74:
72

Ms. Hunter

What do you do next?

73

Kim

Subtract from the total.

74

Ms. Hunter

What is the total?

This exchange is almost identical in meaning with the content in lines 77-80:
77

Ms. Hunter

You subtract from the total, right?

78

(Kim looks up to the board to read Ms. Hunter’s writing)

79

Kim

Uh-huh .... subtract.

80

Ms. Hunter

From what?

In both of these segments, the information asked and the manner in which steps
were broken down were identical. Moreover, lines 72-89 were an incremental
breakdown of the answer that Kim volunteered in line 71. In fact, Ms. Hunter viewed the
exchange as a means to involve Kim and not necessarily to find out what Kim did and
did not understand (conversation with Ms. Hunter, March 30, 2006). In a classroom with
active, restless, and younger students, Ms. Hunter had difficulty hearing Kim. Rather
than ask Kim to repeat, Ms. Hunter guessed at what Kim said. In the same vein, Kim
guessed instead of asking Ms. Hunter to repeat her question. Because they did not
recognize and actively repair communication breakdowns as they occurred, their
exchange ended up becoming a series of a few hits and many misses. This shows that
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both Kim and Ms. Hunter had a lot of work to do in order to communicate well with each
other.
While this particular exchange was brief and lasted less than two minutes, the
exclusive question-and-answer exchange between Ms. Hunter and Kim was long
enough to create a bubble and temporarily isolate them from the rest of the class. In
short, to add Kim to the mix, she herself had to be subtracted from the total. Ms. Hunter
knew the challenges of teaching learners who were mixed in age, motivation, and
abilities. She set up her class to reach out to as many students as possible. To ensure
that she could interact with the maximum number of students, she established routines
and tried to move every student in a lockstep fashion. Expecting every student to dance
to the same beat, however, contradicts the essential goal of creating inclusive
classrooms. Presuming that every student will respond uniformly to a way of delivering
instruction is problematic, because the range of abilities present in a group of students
necessitates instructional differentiation and requires the instructor to reassess the
effectiveness of existing instructional formats and processes.
Ms. Hunter was right to be concerned about how well Kim was keeping up with
the rest of her class. Kim, who generally remained quiet, did not make it easy for Ms.
Hunter to gauge how well she grasped instruction. Kim never volunteered to solve a
problem, and her visual attention was never fully focused on Ms. Hunter. Kim stared
blankly into empty space. She looked down, away, up, and to the board at moments
when Ms. Hunter thought Kim should be watching and speechreading her. To include
Kim, Ms. Hunter made a point of calling on her at least once during each class. Putting
the spotlight on Kim and temporarily withdrawing her attention from the class as a whole
presented a challenge, but Ms. Hunter remarked, “if I don’t do it, she could sit in class all
day and not say anything" (interview with Ms. Hunter, January 25, 2006). Nevertheless,
Ms. Hunter’s efforts were essentially unreciprocated, not because they were rejected but
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because her format and strategy were a poor match for Kim’s learning needs and for the
social context of this particular classroom.
By calling on Kim, Ms. Hunter did not necessarily facilitate interactions with her
hearing peers, either. Kim explained that her classmates “talked a lot and needed Ms.
Hunter a lot” because they “asked many questions or just talked to each other all the
time.” She did not see any use in adding herself to what she perceived as a chaotic and
rowdy mix. Kim simply learned to expect Ms. Hunter to call on her and remained
uninvolved with her hearing peers the rest of the time. Being singled out and called upon
specifically was new to Kim. Recognizing that her class was big and that she was among
the “well-behaved” students, Kim did not know how to make sense of Ms. Hunter’s
decision to dedicate a specific portion of class time to reach out to her. This special
attention accentuated how Kim’s experience differed from the rest of her class.
Ms. Hunter’s perspective was slightly different. Implicit in her attempt to engage
Kim in an academic endeavor was a social goal. She knew that Kim behaved. She also
recognized that learning did not come easily for Kim. Concerned that Kim did not
maintain visual attention, Ms. Hunter explained, “I don’t know what she is getting when
she is not looking at me” (interview with Ms. Hunter, January 25, 2006). Ms. Hunter was
always curious to know “how much can she hear [through her implant].” Being a recent
cochlear implant recipient, Kim had yet to figure out ways to describe what she could
hear to her hearing teachers and peers. Ms. Hunter recognized the internal panic she
aroused in Kim by shining the spotlight on her and remarked, “I hope that I made my
classroom safe and comfortable enough for students to take risks and admit when they
do not know or get something” (interview with Ms. Hunter, January 25, 2006).
All of these attempts to pull Kim into class discussions had costly consequences
not only for Kim’s sense of self, but also for her social status as a member of this
mainstream classroom. Kim did not always immediately realize when she was being
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called upon. The initial embarrassment of having practically every peer look in her
direction was often followed by a few seconds of internal regrouping. At first, Kim was
dumbfounded and unable to give any response at all. Later, she learned to deliberately
shut her eyes for a few seconds, look straight at the blackboard, and nonverbally request
Ms. Hunter to repeat her words. The tasks of making sense of contextual cues and
miscues, speechreading, and listening through her cochlear implant affected how Kim
reacted to the attention she received, which she communicated by looking constantly
confused. Kim knew she behaved well, but because she also perceived that her teacher
kept a close watch over those of her hearing peers who were regularly off-task, Ms.
Hunter’s vigilant monitoring of her aroused Kim’s doubts about her social position as a
member of her mainstream classroom. It is likely that the social distance created by the
age gap between Kim and her hearing peers was further widened by her repeated failure
to truly engage in class discussions.
These two language and literacy events highlight the ways that power relations
were experienced differently by the oral deaf focal participants in the mainstream. Their
hearing teachers and peers may have been intending to construct power as a process.
The oral deaf focal participants, however, experienced the same set of interactions as if
power were a product, because they had unequal access to the resource used to
participate in the process, namely spoken language. An extended exchange typically
followed when the focal participants disrupted the silence and passivity that had become
synonymous with their presence during class discussions. Such elongated exchanges
resulted from the focal participants’ difficulty in perceiving and interpreting spoken
signals and were further complicated by their hearing teachers and peers’ inability to
respond to them efficiently. Standard classroom practices were disrupted when prompts
did not yield anticipated responses. In Kim and Ms. Hunter’s exchange, questions were
asked immediately after the expected answer had been given. Ms. May inadvertently
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silenced Emma with her lengthy invitation for elaboration. Thus, class discussions in
mainstream classrooms could resemble exclusive clubs to which outsiders might be
invited once in a while as guests; the guests, however, might never feel comfortable
enough to consider becoming members.
The qualitative difference in how interactions in mainstream classrooms were
experienced by the oral deaf focal participants may in part have been due to their
hearing loss, which impacted their ability to keep up with the use of spoken language.
Ms. May and Ms. Drinker directly spoke with Emma and Kim and expected each oral
deaf student to respond to them in the manner and pace customary for hearing students.
When Emma and Kim were unable to keep up receptively and expressively, confusion or
disconnect occurred. Their confusion or failure to connect might be attributed to the
inarticulateness of their well-intentioned teachers. Ms. May and Ms. Hunter could have
modified their uses of verbal language by listening more and speaking less. Rather than
offering a lengthy elaboration to Emma’s question, Ms. May could have withheld her
questions for later and instead asked Emma to elaborate on her own question. Ms.
Hunter could have set aside her question-and-answer style of reviewing math problems
and allowed Kim to explain the solution herself. Kim was certainly prepared. She could
have explained the solution from beginning to end, and Ms. Hunter could have asked her
questions later. In both language and literacy events, however, the teachers failed to
listen. The net result in each case was a less-than-satisfying experience that highlighted
what it meant to be deaf in a hearing classroom.
Power as Process

In this section, I will examine a language and literacy event that demonstrates the
opportunities and tensions that evolved when the oral deaf focal participants had
opportunities to work directly with each other. As explained earlier, class discussions
absorbed the biggest portion of class time in the mainstream classroom. In a way, it is
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unfortunate that classes were organized this way because there were students, both
hearing and deaf, who functioned not as discussants but as a virtual audience to peers
who took up much of the airtime in class. In groups, the quieter students showed that
they were able and willing to negotiate their place and position in the construction of
social relations in mainstream classrooms. In the following pages, I will analyze the shift
in the discursive practices of Marwa and a few of her hearing peers as they worked on
assigned tasks. These instances show that while differences in the orientation to a
discourse can cause tension in mainstream classrooms, it is possible to address those
differences in mutually satisfying ways.
Direct interactions between the oral deaf focal participants and their hearing
peers reveal multiple dimensions of their social relationships and their own sense of
agency. Although communication between the oral deaf students and their hearing peers
continued to be difficult, examining direct interactions between them provides valuable
windows to the resources that the oral deaf focal participants drew upon to navigate
communication and learning in mainstream classrooms. Communication was relatively
manageable during group work, when the participation structure was radically modified
so that the oral deaf focal participants had fewer peers to speechread and the context of
interactions was circumscribed. Possibly, receptive communication was easier. But
because each student was expected to contribute during group work, the focal
participants were simultaneously faced with the increased challenge of expressive
communication. The following transcript of a language and literacy event offers hints of
the multiple ways of being that are possible in the mainstream.
“Character Development”

In an assignment designed to prepare the class to critique works of literature,
Marwa and her hearing peers worked in groups to compile a list of the “elements of
literary text.” The class was instructed to define key words or to raise questions that
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students could use as a guide when evaluating literary pieces. They were not assigned
specific responsibilities when they began group work, and it was up to them to decide
their tasks; they were instructed to turn in one completed sheet for the group. Ms.
Drinker placed the FM in the middle of the quad as Marwa, Becca, and Damien gathered
to work on definitions of the “elements of literary text.”
Lines

Speaker

Message units

101

Marwa

(reading worksheet)

102

Character development,

103

that is about...

104

How did they start out?

105

How did they end? ...

106

Damien

That would be if they start out as kids

107

and the story ends when they are adults.

108

That would also be about relationships

109

like if they are friends? Related?

110

Becca

Let me write that down ... (writing)

111
112

What is chronology?
Marwa

(hand slightly raised with open palm to Becca)

113

They grow older over time ... years.

114

(right hand goes forward
and down in a circular motion)

115

Damien

Let’s see, where did Gandhi start?

116

Marwa

He died at the start.

117
118
119

(eye contact with Damien)
(looking down still writing)

Becca
i

1 read a story that lasted from Friday to Sunday

114

120

but it used a lot of flashback

121

(Marwa shakes head, looks over worksheet)

122

Damien

What should we say about it?
Why do authors mix it up?

123
124

Becca

125

Marwa

Style.
Some authors fast forward

126

to make the story more exciting.

127

(looks to worksheet)

128

Becca

1 guess you would describe it as ...

129
130

(reads) Vocabulary.

Marwa

We will want to let readers know ...

131

if the vocabulary is hard?

132

Or, is it pretty easy?

133

Or do they use a lot of big words?

134

(to Becca) Do you want me to write [the answers]?

135

Becca

Technical vocabulary.

136

Damien

1 think we’re doing all right...

“1 think We’re Doina All Riaht”

Power relations are an inherent part of any social activity such as group work,
and they are an integral part of the interactions between students. In this instance,
Marwa began by reading the instructions to Becca and Damien in line 102: “character
development.” She offered her own definition in lines 104-105 by asking questions:
“How did they start out? How did they end?” Damien responded by elaborating on
Marwa’s initial response in lines 106-109: “That would be if they start out as kids and the
story ends when they are adults. That would also be about relationships, like if they are
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friends? Related?" He enriched Marwa’s question by citing examples and pointing out
yet another aspect of character development.
Becca proposed a shift in the flow of interactions. She reminded Marwa and
Damien of the other part of the assignment, which was to capture the substance of their
discussion on paper. In addition, they were supposed to write their answers and submit
the worksheet at the end of the group work. By offering to serve as scribe in line 110
and, shortly after, reading the question off the worksheet in line 111 (“What is
chronology?’), she asserted her presence. In line 112, Marwa slightly raised her hand as
an attention-getting strategy before she replied in line 113, “They grow old over time ...
years, which she accompanied with a gesture. Raising her hand seemed unnecessary,
as there were only three of them in this group. Marwa, however, was attempting to
model a behavior that she wanted her work partners to demonstrate (interview, January
16, 2006). Her accompanying hand gesture described in line 114, "right hand goes
forward and down in a circular motion," is interesting, because while she did not receive
formal instruction in sign language and had extremely limited exposure to deaf people
who signed, Marwa used the ASL sign for years. It was unclear whether it enhanced
Damien’s and Bella’s understanding of her explanation; nonetheless, the gesture did not
appear to interfere with their discussion and in fact allowed Marwa to demonstrate a
level of comfort around them.
In line 115, Damien responded to the questions in the prompt but took on the
voice of a teacher or group moderator in order to probe chronology: “Let’s see, where
did Gandhi start?” He gave an example based on a film and text that everyone in class
was familiar with. By prefacing his line with “Let’s see,” he hesitantly took on an
authoritative role in relation to his peers. Marwa acknowledged Damien with her terse
and direct answer in line 116, “He died at the start.”

116

Becca, who wrote the group’s responses while participating in the discussion,
elaborated on Damien’s response in lines 119-120: “I read a story that lasted from
Friday to Sunday but it used a lot of flashback.” Because Becca spoke with her head
down, Marwa could not speechread her and signaled it by shaking her head in line 122.
Marwa did not disapprove of the information that Becca shared, but she attempted to
communicate that Becca was not decipherable. Damien reacted by posing questions in
lines 122-123: “What should we say about it? Why do authors mix it up?” His
intervention helped, because Becca looked up when she answered him in line 124:
“Style.” Guessing what Becca might have said, Marwa gave an example in lines 125126, “Some authors fast-forward to make the story more exciting.” Her example was the
temporal opposite of Becca’s example, yet it reinforced that they were both clear about
what chronology meant. Becca referred to the instructions on the worksheet and read
the next element that they were supposed to discuss in line 128, “Vocabulary.” Becca
provided a sentence-starter in line 129: “I guess you would describe it as ...” Not
realizing that Becca had started, Marwa “interrupted” in lines 130-134: “We will want to
let the readers know ... if the vocabulary is hard? Or, is it pretty easy? Or do they use a
lot of big words?” Marwa was well aware that the completed sheet was the product to be
ultimately submitted to Ms. Drinker. When Marwa offered to take notes, Becca seized
the opportunity to offer a grade-appropriate equivalent to Marwa’s phrase “big words” in
line 137, “Technical vocabulary.” Damien looked around to assess how their groups
compared with the other groups.
The following transcription of the verbal exchanges between Marwa, Damien,
and Becca adds a fourth column containing a partial description of contextualization
cues, in order to highlight the number of times that the students referred to Ms. Drinker’s
instruction sheet.
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Lines Speaker
101

Message units

Contextualization cues

Marwa

Reading instructions

102

Character development,

103

that is about...

Eye contact with Becca:

104

How did they start out?

shifts eye contact to Damien;

105

How did they end?

106

Damien

... rising intonation; reads instructions

That would be if they
start out as kids

107

108

and the story ends

Marwa reads instructions;

when they are adults.

looks up; shares instruction sheet

That would also be

with Becca

about relationships.
109

Like if they are friends?
Related?

110

Becca

111
112

Let me write that down ...

Writing

What is chronology?
Marwa

Hand slightly raised with
open palm to Becca;

113

They grow older over time .

114

years.

• •

right hand goes forward
and down in circular motion

115

Damien

Let’s see, where did Gandhi start?

116

Marwa

He died at the start.

117
118
119

Eye contact with Damien
Becca

Looking down, still writing
1 read a story that lasted from Friday to Sunday

118

But it used a lot of flashback

120

Marwa shakes head.

121

looks over worksheet
122

Damien

What should we say about it?
Why do authors mix it up?

123
124

Becca

Style.

125

Marwa

Some authors fast forward to make
the story more exciting

126

Leans to look over worksheet;
reads instruction sheet

127
128

Becca

Vocabulary.
1 guess you would describe it as ...

129

We will want to let readers know ...

Eye contact with Damien;

131

if the vocabulary is hard?

shifts eye gaze to Becca;

132

Or, is it pretty easy?

rising intonation;

133

Or do they use a lot of big words

eye contact with Becca;

134

Do you want me to write?

rising intonation

130

Marwa

135

Becca

Technical vocabulary

136

Damien

1 think we’re doing all right...

Looks around the room;
eye contact with Marwa

Using the Teacher’s Written Instructions to Grease and Glue Group Work

Power is always contested, and each action is part of a process of bargaining
and compromising (Bloome et al., 2005). While Marwa and Becca had previously
partnered during group work, this was their first time working together with Damien.
Their inexperience in working with each other was evident as they negotiated with each
other to complete their assigned tasks. In this language and literacy event, Marwa
displayed an inclination to contribute actively. This was evidenced by the opening
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interaction, when she referred to Ms. Drinker’s instruction and volunteered a definition
for the first word on the list. In addition, she almost instantaneously responded to
Becca’s reading of Ms. Drinker’s question, “What is chronology?” Further, she used “we”
when she explained what she thought readers should know about “vocabulary.” Her
desire to put her stamp on her group’s effort was also expressed when she looked over
Becca’s notes and offered to take a turn writing down answers for her group.
Evident throughout their exchange was an interactive negotiation as the students
validated or contested one another’s social positioning. As Marwa, Becca, and Damien
skillfully used linguistic turns and nonlinguistic cues to interact with each other and
approached their shared task determined to work with each other, they created a third
discourse that served as a welcome compromise and allowed each one to contribute to
their shared construction of power. Because they were not familiar with each other,
anchoring all their turns to the assigned task helped. The fact that everyone remained
focused on the task at hand further helped the naturalization of a third discourse that
included balancing talk with waiting, and balancing initiating with responding to each
other as they went through each definition one word at a time. As they worked with each
other to accomplish their shared task, their focus became almost purely academic.
The students’ collective focus on generating knowledge led them to act in ways
that excluded other ways of acting and communicating. I described Marwa, Becca, and
Damien’s interaction as “almost purely academic,” because while their shared focus was
on completing their assigned task, there had been several turns when social
engagements were proposed and turned down. Marwa started by going straight to the
first item in their assigned work. Instead of chatting with another group member, which
typically happened when one group member needed time to write things down, Damien
added his own example. They trusted Becca to sufficiently capture diverse points in their
discussion, and Damien and Marwa went on to the next item instead of asking Becca to
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read back to them what she had written. Damien proposed a shift by citing Gandhi to
define chronology. Rather than elaborate on Damien’s prompt, Marwa tersely responded
with an example. Becca kept the small talk related to the discussion topic when she
described a book she had read. Marwa, who shook her head because she did not
understand everything Becca said, might have discouraged more informal discussion.
But then Marwa proffered friendly interaction when she proposed to switch tasks with
Becca and write down the answers for the group. On the other hand, Marwa’s looking
over Becca’s notes might have been misinterpreted as her attempt to assess the latter’s
work; Becca did not realize that Marwa needed visual support to ensure her
comprehension of the group’s verbal discussion.
Ms. Drinker’s written instructions served as both the glue and grease of their
group work. The written instructions served as glue because Marwa as well as Becca
and Damien referred to Ms. Drinker’s written instructions throughout the discussion in
order to stay on topic. The written instructions served as the grease by providing the
structure for brokering verbal turns and facilitating the flow of their group discussion.
Damien and Becca interacted as receptive peers who ensured Marwa’s inclusion by
consistently staying on-topic. Their interactions went smoothly, considering that both
Damien and Becca were unfamiliar interlocutors for Marwa. Damien and Becca had a
very limited amount of prior interaction with Marwa, who welcomed their targeted
exchanges. Because there were three students in the group, Marwa sought to ensure
her full access to verbal turns by modeling her desired attention-getting strategy early in
their exchange. Unfortunately, Becca focused on the task she had offered to do for her
group and was unable to accommodate Marwa. Damien perhaps hoped to facilitate
communication within the group, but Marwa may have thought it unnecessary and
instead insisted on directly negotiating her own verbal turns. Thus, what evolved during
the group work was a series of negotiations among the three students.
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The language and literacy event just examined indicates the value of providing
opportunities for the oral deaf focal participants to have direct interactions with their
hearing peers. One way to allow the oral deaf focal participants to break free of the
communication cocoon that enveloped them during class discussion was to create
opportunities for them to meaningfully engage with their hearing peers. Their hearing
peers also needed to have personal and direct interactions with them, in order to support
their own process of coping with their personal discomfort and their uncertainties in
communicating with the oral deaf focal participants. Thus, allowing students to work in
small groups with each other is a promising starting point for facilitating more active
collaboration and engendering genuine understanding of the personal differences and
resources that each one brings to the learning process. As these opportunities for group
work must be created, however, attention to time and how it affects the organization of
activities in mainstream classrooms is of the essence. Time can be a means of control
when the differentiated tasks related to teaching and learning take longer than the period
that is allocated for their completion. Class time can be organized to expand
expectations and allow a more differentiated display of individual strengths and abilities.
In the mainstream classrooms observed, attention to time—especially during group
work—may have been a covert recognition of how little time was actually allocated for
students to interact directly with each other. The students and their teachers noticing
their limited time for group work yet doing nothing to reorganize the overall structure of
the classes spoke to the limited commitment to make room for differentiating between
teaching and learning in these mainstream classrooms.
Power as Caring Relations

Bloome et al. (2005) assert that power as caring relations can be reasonably
construed as a variation of power as process. The fine distinction between the two is that
power as caring relations reconceptualizes power as having the potential to mutually
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benefit everyone involved in a process, whereas in the power-as-process model, the
tendency for one group to be coercive or to have a constraining influence over the other
remains. In power as caring relations, such coercive or constraining tendencies are
contained and might not even exist. Central to interactions between people are deep
mutual respect and reciprocality in terms of social relations and accomplishments.
Constructing power as caring relations may require a period of time, as relationship¬
building is critical to constructing “power with” (Bloome et al., 2005).
In the third and final section of this chapter, power as caring relations will be
examined using two language and literacy events in Marwa’s Honors Geometry class. In
the first language and literacy event, Marwa interacted with Mr. Otowski during class
discussion, and a receptive peer, Ingrid, was later asked to help facilitate their exchange.
In the second language and literacy event, Marwa interacted with two of her hearing
peers in a hands-on activity about statistical probabilities. Marwa’s deafness interfered
with her ability to take on certain tasks, and the second language and literacy event in
this section demonstrates the ways that Marwa and her two hearing peers were able to
work around the challenges that confronted them in order to complete their shared task.
“The Height of the Pyramid”

As explained earlier in this chapter, participating in class discussions can be
inordinately challenging for the oral deaf focal participants, because finding the space
and time for them to verbally contribute is hardly established as an integral aspect of
their interactions. On one of the rare occasions that a student’s participation was invited
by a teacher, as depicted in “Subtract from the Total,” Kim could not successfully engage
because she was expected to subscribe to a rigid way of communicating that totally
disregarded her compromised hearing and the unique ways that she accessed uses of
spoken language.
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In the first language and literacy event to be studied in this section, Marwa
interacted with Mr. Otowski during class discussions. When she spoke up, she was not
expected to behave according to an existing discourse practice. Instead, Mr. Otowski
directed students to quiet down, in addition to seeking Ingrid’s assistance so that Marwa
could be heard and get her point across. Early in the semester, Marwa took steps so that
conditions in Honors Geometry met her particular needs. Instead of working with an oral
transliterator, Marwa negotiated with Mr. Otowski to change the original alphabetical
seating plan so that she could be in the same quad with Ingrid and thus get help that
appropriately met her needs. Marwa also regularly handed Mr. Otowski the FM at the
beginning of each class, and he wore it throughout the class. Marwa coped by using the
supports that she organized for herself, which included Ingrid’s notes, regular check-ins
with peers at her quad, and e-mail correspondence with Mr. Otowski.
Class discussions typically occurred during board work, when Mr. Otowski
reviewed completed homework at the beginning of each class. In their quads, students
compared their own work with their peers’ answers. Spontaneously they asked each
other questions, turning to Mr. Otowski when necessary. Marwa participated in class
discussions by asking questions through Ingrid. She would first pose her question to
Ingrid, who would then ask Mr. Otowski for her. When asking a question on behalf of
Marwa, Ingrid would look in Marwa’s direction before she began. To get Mr. Otowski’s
attention, Ingrid would raise her hand and say in a loud voice, “We have a question
here.” Mr. Otowski readily knew on whose behalf Ingrid was asking. As he replied, he
maintained eye contact with Marwa. Mr. Otowski recognized when Ingrid was asking a
question on her own behalf because Ingrid did not give her customary sideways glance
in Marwa’s direction. On occasions when Ingrid, Sherri, and Marwa were unable to solve
a problem among them, Mr. Otowski visually scanned each of them when he gave his
answer.
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Line

Speaker

Message units

30

Mr. Otowski

So, find the volume.

31

If this is thirteen

32

and this is thirteen.

33

I have a right triangle,

34

what is the area?

35

Joe

Twelve.

36

Sherri

Would that line in the middle be. ,
isn’t that thirteen?

37
38

Mr. Otowski

Yeah.

39

You have to be quiet,

40

we have a question ...

41

Marwa

I don’t know which one.

42
43

{in a soft voice) I have a question about height.

Ingrid

The height of the pyramid,

44

how do you know it is thirteen?

45

Yeah, but how do you know?

46

Where does the base end?

47

Oh, I understand the question ..

48

{to Mr. Otowski) How do you know

49

which one is the height of the pyramid?

50

Mr. Otowski

If I am perpendicular to one line in the plane ....

51

if you look carefully at this drawing

52

you see, this line is perpendicular to this line.

53

Three non-colinear points determine
the height of the plane.
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54

(silence)

55

Good question actually,

56

I just would not think of it as a question at this point.

57

It goes back to chapter one.

Working With What One Brings

In this language and literacy event, although Marwa initiated the question,
subsequent verbal interactions seem to indicate that Ingrid totally hijacked Marwa’s effort
to seek clarification. Without any clue to the non-verbal negotiations that transpired
between turns, it might appear that the question ceased to be Marwa’s, because the
distribution of talk was extremely uneven, favoring Mr. Otowski and Ingrid throughout the
exchange.
Constructing power as caring relations is not about eliminating or avoiding
tensions in interactions, but rather about acknowledging such tensions when they exist
and coping with them. Mr. Otowski’s lines seemed repetitive, as lines 50-53 seem to
excessively foreground his response to a simple question. Lines 55-57 also seem out of
place and even insulting. Not only did Mr. Otowski’s comment indirectly suggest that
Marwa should possess background knowledge, he also indicated that she should have
remembered basic concepts, as chapters 1-3 covered review concepts and students
were instructed to browse through the pages as part of their homework early in the
semester. However, while browsing was sufficient for some, it is possible that Marwa
and some of her hearing peers could have benefited from additional in-class review. In a
way, Marwa’s question was a healthy challenge to Mr. Otowski. When Marwa posed a
question on a concept that Mr. Otowski assumed students would know, he was forced to
explain a point that seemed obvious but actually required him to dig deep into his own
background knowledge to answer it.
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The profound impact of Marwa’s deafness in her interaction with Mr.Otowski was
revealed during the February 22, 2006 IPR. She became deeply reflective about her inthe-moment thought processes and offered insights that I would not have known from
simply observing and watching her interactions in class. She explained that she was
particularly prepared that day but common vocabulary such as height and pyramid
carried limited meaning. When she posed her original question in lines 41-42, she knew
height in terms of “how tall” people were, though she did not know height as the vertical
distance from the base to the apex of a pyramid. Marwa reported that she was mentally
distracted by the history of ancient Egypt and was reminded of a book she read about
the great pyramids of Egypt when she was in fourth and fifth grade. Though illustrations
of pyramids were all over the pages, the book focused on Egypt’s kings and pharaohs.
As her thoughts wandered, she took a while to redirect her train of thought. So, while Mr.
Otowski was explaining the relationship between three non-colinear points, Marwa
indicated that she had “mentally traveled” to a long-ago place and time and recollected
stories of kings and pharaohs. While her hearing peers listened and sifted through a
concept in plane geometry, Marwa less actively listened and speechread Mr. Otowski as
vivid mental imagery interfered with her focus. When she asked her question, it was not
because she had not mastered the review concepts in the first chapter of the textbook.
She was making connections between previous and new information which, in that
particular moment, seemed unrelated. By asking her question, Marwa risked a negative
judgment, but she truly wanted to know how the height was measured, because the
sloping face of the pyramid was the most tangible plane that could be measured. In
reality, it would not be possible to measure the height of a real pyramid by tracing a
vertical line from its apex to its base.
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Lii

Speaker

Message units

Contextualization cues

30

Mr. Otowski

So, find the volume.

Turns to face class;

31

If this is thirteen

32

and this is thirteen.
turns and draws illustration;
turns to face class

33

I have a right triangle,

34

what is the area?

35

Joe

36

Sherri

Twelve.
Points to Mr. Otowski’s illustration
Would that line in the middle be.,

37
38

Isn’t that thirteen?
Mr. Otowski

Turns to look at illustration;
turns to face class
Yeah.

Marwa

Raises her hand

Mr. Otowski

In a loud voice, with open palms ...

39

You have to be quiet,

40

we have a question ...

41

Marwa

42

{in a soft voice) I have a question about height.
I don’t know which one.
Mr. Otowski leans a bit forward;
with left hand cupping his ear,
he looks at Ingrid

43

Ingrid

The height of the pyramid,
i

44

*

how do you know it is thirteen?
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Mr. Otowski stands back a little bit
45

Yeah, but how do you know?

46

Where does the base end?
Marwa points to Ingrid’s notes;
Ingrid looks at the notes
and listens as Marwa explains.
Ingrid looks up

47

Oh, I understand the question.

48

(to Mr. Otowski) How do you know

49

which one is the height of the pyramid?

50

Mr. Otowski

If I am perpendicular to one line in the plane ....
turns around;
draws illustration on the whiteboard

51

If you look carefully at this drawing
points to his illustration

52

you see, this line is perpendicular to this line.
outlines the lines with marker...

53

Three non-colinear points
determine the height of the plane.

54

split second of silence

55

Good question actually,

56

I just would not think of it as a question at this point.

57

It goes back to chapter one.

Coping Alone and Coping With

This language and literacy event had many of the ingredients for a potential
communication disaster. Marwa’s voice was relatively soft, and articulation departures
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characterized her speech. On the other hand, Mr. Otowski could not hear well. It was
unlikely that her hearing peers needed clarification of the linguistic, not mathematical,
aspect of geometry that Marwa raised.
What salvaged this interaction was the mutual determination to connect on the
part of Marwa and Mr. Otowski. Although he had regular contact with Marwa by e-mail,
in this particular moment, they both acknowledged that they needed Ingrid to facilitate
their verbal exchange. His direct verbal interactions with Marwa were limited and he was
not accustomed to her speech and articulation departures. His hand gesture in line 45
signaled Marwa’s hearing peers to “stop and pay attention” because he needed Marwa
to wait a few seconds before she began talking. He also needed Marwa’s hearing peers
to quiet down so that he could hear her. Mr. Otowski leaned forward, cupped his ear,
and looked in Ingrid’s direction when it became evident that he needed help. Marwa
interpreted his gesture to mean “speak louder and slowly,” which she did when she
asked her question. Speaking louder and slowly, however, was still not good enough
because Mr. Otowski remained unable to understand her. Instead of a panicked
response, which is sometimes the tendency when people are ill at ease, he paused in
response to Ingrid’s rephrasing to gain time to make sense of what Marwa asked.
Marwa’s participation in class discussion was possible because Mr. Otowski
supported her attempts and her hearing peers respected her initiations. Marwa knew her
speech was not easily decipherable and found peers who “pretend they understand”
frustrating. She explained, “It is better if they ask me to repeat or say things another
way” (interview with Marwa, May 10, 2006). Typically, she coped with her unintelligible
speech and her own need to connect with her peers by writing things, using gestures, or
seeking help from receptive communication partners. She used gestures, print, pen, and
paper as necessary. During this particular language and literacy event, she thought that
she would be able to ask her question directly. When she realized that Mr. Otowski was
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having difficulties, she took the time to explain things to Ingrid first so that the latter could
ask the question on her behalf. Marwa took the initiative in communicating and did not
want to wait until she was given a turn. She acknowledged that Mr. Otowski needed time
to understand her as well as help from Ingrid in explaining concepts to her. Marwa’s and
Mr. Otowski’s honest recognition of their own limitations and their focus on connecting
are an integral part of constructing power as caring relations.
The next language and literacy event highlights the risk-taking that is critical to
building social relations for oral deaf students in mainstream classrooms. Marwa worked
with two of her hearing peers at her quad for a hands-on activity. They were assigned to
work in pairs. As partners were being picked, Marwa signaled to Sherri. This move was
unexpected, because Ingrid had always been her default collaborator in this class. But
two weeks earlier, Marwa had the chance to work with Sherri, who offered to take notes
when Ingrid was absent. Marwa saw this pair work as a chance to continue getting to
know Sherri. Ingrid, who assumed that she would work with Marwa as they always had,
turned out to be the odd student out. As Mr. Otowski checked the groups that were
forming, he assumed that Marwa and Ingrid would automatically pair up and was
surprised that Sherri and Marwa chose each other. Upon realizing that Ingrid did not
have a partner, he suggested that she join Marwa and Sherri.
“Probabilities”

Mr. Otowski explained the task, which involved tossing sticks in the air and
recording the number of times the sticks hit the lines on the floor. Students were to add
up these numbers using a calculator and then solve for probability by following a formula
that he would later write on the board. He added that students would later divide the
number of hits by the number of tries to solve for p, which stands for probability. As
students began to work on the first part of the task, Mr. Otowski wrote the formula on the
board. Ingrid watched as Marwa and Sherri embarked on their task.
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Lines

Speaker

Message units

206

Sherri

(to Marwa) You want me to do the calculator?

207

(Marwa hands calculator to Sherri.)

208

Okay. Read the numbers out to me.

209

Marwa

(reading numbers off group sheet)
*5.5.....3...,6... ,4.. ,5.. ,6.. ,4. ,7. ,6,5

210

Ingrid

(loudly) Hold on!! (arms up)

211

Sherri

(smiling) 1 think you lost me.

212

(Marwa, Ingrid, and Sherri smiling ...

213

Marwa hands group sheet to Sherri.

214

Sherri gives the calculator to Marwa.

215

Sherri starts reading ...) ** five.... five...

216

Marwa

(pointing to her ear)

217

1 can’t hear you ...

218

(hands calculator over to Sherri)

219

Sherri

You need to go a little bit slower.

220

Marwa

Okay ...

221
222

*5... ,5... ,3... ,6.. ,4.. ,5...
Sherri

Wait! Wait!.

223

(pointing to a spot on group sheet with Marwa)

224

Let’s start here.

225

{Marwa hands group sheet over to Ingrid)

226

I’m so bad.

Sherri

227
228
229

We have to do it again.
(to Marwa and Sherri)

Ingrid
1 i i : •i •

We ... have ... to .. do . it.. sssllloowlllyyy.
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230

(starts reading off numbers)

231

*5...., 5...., 3.6..., 4..., 5...

232

(Marwa watches smiling .. then jokingly nods as

233

Ingrid reads each number, looks to the board.

234

Marwa

4s soon as Ingrid and Sherri are finished:) Yeah

235

Sherri

(loudly as teacher lists totals on board) 179.

236

(Marwa gets group sheet from Ingrid,

237

reads formula then begins solving on calculator)

238

Sherri

We didn’t get very close.

239
240

(seeing answer on Marwa’s calculator)

Mr. Otowski

(checks with other groups, exchange
undecipherable)

241

I’ve done this before

242

and it worked!

243

Sherri

We can do it again.

244

Mr. Otowski

We don’t have any time.
(Marwa and Ingrid check time on wall clock)

245

[* The number of periods following each number depicts the relative length of the pause
between each spoken digit. For longer pauses, more periods were used.]
[** Digits are spelled out to show Sherri’s exaggerated delivery as she read out the
numbers.]
“HI Read Aloud IBecausel I Can’t Hear You.”

The stress on “you want me,” in line 206, communicated Sherri’s willingness to
do whichever task Marwa did not choose. Using gestures in line 207, Marwa decisively
chose the part of the task that required speaking instead of hearing and listening. Sherri
did not contest Marwa’s choice, so that with her imperative statement in line 208, “Okay.
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)
Read the numbers out to me,” they began working together. Marwa complied. Marwa
later explained that she knew she could not enter the numbers unless she looked up.
So, she explained that she chose to read aloud because “that’s what I am able to do”
(IPR, May 23, 2006).
As Ingrid noticed Marwa beginning to pick up speed, Ingrid stepped in to “avert
imminent breakdown” (IPR, May 23, 2006). Using a relatively louder voice and big hand
gestures, Ingrid emphatically delivered line 210—“Hold on!!”—in the imperative. By
prefacing her statement with a smile and the words “I think” in line 211, Sherri expressed
her embarrassment and laughed at her own inability to keep up with speedy Marwa in
line 211: “I think you lost me.” In lines 212-214, Marwa, Ingrid, and Sherri found humor
in their process as they renegotiated their individual tasks. Smiling to each other
signaled a willingness to repair the breakdown and then continue working with each
other, which they did. Reassessing her initial choice to read the numbers aloud, Marwa
may have thought it would be better if Sherri read the numbers off the group sheet and
also entered them on the calculator, as this was what Marwa would do if she were to
work alone on the task. Sherri, however, interpreted Marwa’s action in line 213 as a
proposal to switch roles and, agreeing to the role switch that she thought Marwa was
proposing, she gave Marwa the calculator in line 214. Before Marwa had the chance to
say anything, Sherri started to re-read the numbers in line 215, “five.... five....” In line
216, Marwa pointed to her ear to stop Sherri. Figuring out that Sherri probably would not
readily understand why, in line 217 Marwa explained a fact that was, quite frankly,
already known: “I can’t hear you ...” Realizing her embarrassing oversight, Sherri
instantly proposed that they revert to their original tasks.
Sherri thought she knew how to avoid the difficulty they were experiencing when
she proposed a solution in line 219, emphasizing the words “you need” in her politelytoned imperative: “You need to go a little bit slower.” Recognizing Sherri’s determination
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to continue, Marwa complied and slowed down for Sherri. Marwa started calling out
numbers slowly (line 221, “5... , 5... , 3... , 6.. , 4.. , 5...”), but as they kept going she
again picked up the pace. In line 222, Sherri panicked and called “Wait! Wait!” when she
realized that Marwa was picking up speed again. Lest the students have to start from the
very beginning for the third time, Sherri looked over the group sheet as she sought to
pinpoint the exact spot where their mix-up began. Her emphasis on “let’s” in line 224,
“let’s start here,” indicates that Sherri was determined to complete the assigned task with
Marwa. Unfortunately, Marwa was ready to exit from the pair work. In her gesture in line
225, she handed the group sheet over to Ingrid. While this particular exchange possibly
reveals that Sherri was willing to be accommodating but Marwa was not, it is also likely
that Marwa was simply being honest with herself about what they could realistically
accomplish together, and thus seeking a solution to their shared difficulty. In response,
Sherri apologetically remarked in line 226, “I’m so bad,” and in line 227, “we have to do it
again,” stressing the words “so” and “we have to.”
There were opportunities for Marwa to ride for free on Sherri and Ingrid’s effort,
especially because Mr. Otowski intended this activity to be done in pairs. But Marwa
hung on. Seeing her own intervention as a possible solution, Ingrid interceded by
jokingly pointing out what Sherri and Marwa had both failed to do while working together:
“We ... have ... to .. do . it.. sssllloowlllyyy.” She emphasized her point by carefully
enunciating each number she called out. Marwa watched with amusement but did not
totally give up contributing to her group’s effort. As Ingrid and Sherri ran through the
numbers one more time, in line 233, Marwa prepared for her re-entry by previewing the
formula that Mr. Otowski had written on the board. Marwa maintained humor and
presence in the ongoing task by her hand gestures. She expressed relief when Ingrid
and Sherri finished in line 234 with her “Yeah!” and silent clapping gesture. Sherri
positioned herself as the self-appointed speaker of the group by calling out their answer.
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Marwa was unwilling to either “ride for free" on Ingrid and Sherri’s efforts or disengage
from the task, and her gestures in lines 236—237 show that she identified and performed
the task that she was able to do.
As the self-appointed speaker for her group, in line 238, Sherri read out the
answer that Marwa had calculated without consulting the latter. As Sherri realized that
the group’s answer was different from what Mr. Otowski expected, she communicated
that the group did exactly as told yet did not arrive at the expected result. In lines 240242 (“I’ve done this before and it worked!”), Mr. Otowski reasserted his official role as the
teacher by canvassing the rest of the groups for their final result and citing his
experience. In line 243, Sherri communicated her continued willingness to collaborate by
her stressed delivery of “we” and “again” in her line, “we can do it again.” Unfortunately,
in line 244, Mr. Otowski responded in the negative by citing the lack of time, and proof¬
seeking Marwa and Ingrid verified this by looking at the clock.
“We Can’t Switch.”

Marwa’s interactions, first with Sherri and later with Ingrid, were valuable
because implicit throughout their exchanges was a focus on respect for individual
differences. According to Rogoff (1995), focusing on differences is theoretically useful
because it highlights possibilities for identity construction that are overlooked when
conceptions and processes of community or power relations are assumed to be
normative and problematic. In this particular interaction between Marwa, Sherri, and
later Ingrid, the students explored multiple possibilities for social positioning as they
constructed social and power relations in the process of completing an activity. True,
they were three bright students perfectly capable of completing the assigned task
individually. Being bright, however, was but one layer of their identities. The process of
listening and punching numbers on a calculator at the same time was generally
normative, but it proved to be particularly problematic for Marwa because of her

136

profound deafness. Yet instead of seeing it as a disadvantage in their shared attempt to
complete the task, the three students focused on finding a mutually satisfying solution
that ensured that everyone could contribute, even when the process seemed more
complicated than originally anticipated.
Positioning others always entails self-positioning (Berry, 2006), and aware of the
social constraints that could possibly stand in their way, Marwa, Sherri, and Ingrid
coped. While Marwa was perfectly capable of completing the assigned tasks on her own,
she also knew that Mr. Otowski intended this assignment to be accomplished in groups.
She realistically assessed the constraints posed by her deafness as she made decisions
and volunteered to perform tasks she could handle, instead of waiting for Sherri and
Ingrid to decide for her. Marwa showed that, in spite of her deafness, she could continue
to be a valuable collaborator when she streamlined their group process by picking up on
the succeeding portions of the task.
When they worked together, Marwa, Sherri, and Ingrid did not have the luxury of
time to experiment and figure out how to work with each other. Marwa’s decisions
enabled her group to proceed with their task immediately and bypass polite negotiations.
Sherri and Marwa both knew that Mr. Otowski needed their group’s answer for the final
computation. Knowing that they had to keep up with all the other groups for the
culminating activity, they worked efficiently. Thus Marwa volunteered to call out
numbers, a task she normally might not have chosen, as she knew that not all hearing
peers could understand her speech. But she was working with Sherri and Ingrid, both of
whom were familiar with her speech, to perform a context-embedded task.
Analysis of Marwa’s interactions with Sherri and Ingrid problematizes traditional
definitions of disabilities, which are conceptualized as fixed, situated in an individual, and
stable. When Marwa chose to call out numbers, Sherri was, by default, tasked with
entering the numbers on the calculator. They worked well at the start, but as Marwa read
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each number faster and faster, Sherri was unable to keep up. Marwa continued to be
able to do her task, however, and her acceleration may in fact be interpreted as a sign of
her higher skill level. In this moment, it was Sherri who was unable to keep up and
needed accommodation. Grappling with each other as they chose to work together
involved slowing down, repeating from the very beginning, and saying each number
slowly so that Sherri could accurately make entries on the calculator. In this instance, the
question of ability ceased to be about who was deaf, or who was institutionally defined
as a student with a disability. Their construction of power also ceased to be about who
had or did not have the resources to do the task. In relation to the assigned task, none of
the three students could be identified as disabled or powerless, because they
recognized that they each needed to make accommodations and adjustments as they
took part in the process.
Pointing to the limitations of fixed and stable definitions of disabilities is not to say
that Marwa‘s deafness had no impact on their process. Quite to the contrary, Marwa’s
deafness deeply and directly shaped their interactions. When Marwa reminded Sherri
that she “can’t hear” in line 217, it was a way for her to remind Sherri to put her deafness
back into their equation. This was critical to their construction of power as caring
relations, which was not likely to be fully realized if fundamental differences were not
respected or acknowledged. In everyday experiences of simple politeness, it is not usual
for people to think that politeness means looking past individual differences, and in this
case Sherri viewed Marwa as a “generalized other” (Benhabib, 1994) and interacted with
Marwa in the same way that she would with her hearing peers. Marwa, however,
asserted her difference by verbalizing “I can’t hear you” to Sherri.
Ingrid’s “helping” role in relation to Marwa was complex, personal, and a potential
source of conflict. As shown in “The Height of the Pyramid,” the overall support that
Ingrid provided was valuable not only academically but also socially. Marwa was able to
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participate as she did, because not only did Ingrid help Marwa by oral-transliterating
when Mr. Otowski and her hearing peers were unable to understand her, she also
helped Marwa with note-taking. Mr. Otowski and the other hearing students grasped
Marwa’s questions and answers in Honors Geometry via Ingrid’s voice. In addition, the
value of Ingrid’s class notes was measured not only in terms of how accurately she
recorded key concepts, but also by how sufficiently her notes met Marwa’s own need to
complete her homework and prepare for tests. Ironically, because she counted on Ingrid
to provide valuable supports, Marwa was deprived of opportunities to get to know and
collaborate with her other hearing peers. As a case in point, Ingrid’s absence was a
blessing in disguise because it created the opportunity for Sherri and Marwa to work with
each other. Although Marwa was not fully weaned from Ingrid, who ended up helping,
this language and literacy event was a fitting reminder that the focal participants benefit
from groupings that are self-selected as well as from those that are teacher-assigned.
Chapter Summary

Mainstreaming the oral deaf focal participants, as well as other students with
disabilities, presumed that the unique needs that impeded their access to the general
curriculum would be accommodated in the classroom. The language and literacy events
examined in this chapter showed that the oral deaf focal participants found themselves
needing to challenge social norms because they did not easily fit in or function within the
usual discourse practices in mainstream classrooms. During discussions in the first
section of this chapter, the focal participants attended to situated strategies that
encompassed making sense of oral, visual, and social signals. As a consequence of
having to make choices between competing stimuli and having to make sense of partial
clues, they were precluded from fully participating in class discussions. They were also
prevented from performing certain tasks and activities, such as taking their own notes or
attending to what their teachers wrote on the blackboard, because they had to
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speechread and could have only one visual focus at a time. The focal participants were
denied choices that their hearing peers often took for granted when power was anchored
in uses of spoken language.
As a visual minority in a largely phonocentric environment (Bauman, 2004),
Marwa, Emma, and Kim risked being token members in their mainstream classrooms.
Asymmetry in accessing spoken language forced them to grapple with their deafness in
ways that were at times socially costly, because it is within the contact zone “between
hearing and deaf worlds, between the auditory and visual modalities, that the conditions
of disability make themselves present” (Bauman, 2004, p. 314). As their hearing
teachers attempted to empower them by opening up opportunities for them to speak up,
the focal participants experienced moments of confusion or apparent disconnection.
They were unable to successfully join in discussions or to sustain their engagement in
uses of spoken language. Unable to recognize that they too were contributing to the
difficulty that the oral deaf focal participants experienced when engaging in class
discussions, their hearing peers continued to interact by using the discursive practices
that they were most comfortable with and overlooked their basic social responsibility to
be sensitive to peers who do not easily fit in.
In the mainstream, making good on the promise of individualized instruction was
not always feasible in the face of prevalent uses of spoken language that failed to
accommodate the specific requirements of the oral deaf focal participants. Because of
their compromised hearing, they had to attend to visual cues in order to participate in
class discussions that were organized around the auditory channel (Nover, 1994).
Limited access to spoken language required focal participants to pay close attention to
their hearing teachers and peers. Even with optimally functioning amplification, they
continued to need to give their full and undivided attention to lip movements, facial
expressions, and contextualization cues when their hearing teachers and peers spoke.
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The focal participants could not simultaneously keep track of multiple speakers and
could only speechread one speaker at a time. Even as they made their best efforts to
keep up, class discussions remained only partially accessible to them. As a result, the
oral deaf focal participants had to interpret conversations and construct meaning on the
basis of limited and partial signals. Their interpretations did not necessarily stray far from
the interpretations generated by others in the classroom; however, their experiences
significantly differed from those of their hearing teachers and peers.
In the mainstream classroom, constructions of power shifted from moment to
moment, and the oral deaf focal participants were responsible for creating the kind of
experiences that they ended up with. The realities of their mainstream classrooms
required them to be attuned to their hearing teachers and peers, and to advocate for the
changes that were necessary to facilitate their own learning. For Marwa in English, this
meant reading Becca’s notes to make sure she understood her fellow group members’
contributions. Task focus was a way that she could exert control over situations that
might easily shift and take a different turn. Emma set aside her personal need for instant
access by sitting through long class discussions and waiting to get the clarification she
needed retroactively. Marwa increased her vigilance in Honors Geometry by watching
Mr. Otowski’s mustached face as she speechread and made sense of his every word. At
the same time, she watched Ingrid’s notes to ensure that she understood them and that
they were complete, knowing that the notes were her tangible link to content that was
being exchanged in class through the air. Kim learned to prepare for moments when the
spotlight would shine on her. Nevertheless, as revealed in her interactions in “Subtract
from the Total,” coming to class prepared did not guarantee that she would be able to
participate in uses of spoken language in class.
During class discussions, the oral deaf focal participants were rarely in the front
and center of negotiations for power. Instead, they remained peripheral to the lively
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interactions of their classmates. Peripherality was an acceptable level of participation for
a student like Emma, who had only recently been inducted into mainstream classroom
social and learning contexts (Rogoff, 1995). Peripherality is also to be expected when
power is constructed as a product and interactions are primarily arranged around uses of
spoken language. Given their deafness and the complex demands posed by making
verbal exchanges available visually, the oral deaf focal participants were made
powerless when participation structures ensured that their access to uses of spoken
language was significantly compromised. This peripherality could be reduced if the oral
deaf focal participants were invited into participation structures that would give them the
opportunity to shift and transform discourses, thereby allowing them to share conceptual
space in discussions that are context-embedded and not rushed.
Participation in social contexts requires that individuals negotiate with each other
(Berry, 2006). The transactional nature of participation was evident during group work,
because each student expected to contribute to the group process. Emma’s and
Marwa’s interactions with their hearing peers in group or pair work demonstrated that
they had the ability to manipulate language and to use spoken language in ways that put
into question stereotypes of the silent or marginalized deaf person. For the oral deaf
focal participants, communicating in mainstream classrooms was not an impossible task.
As their interactions during group work showed, the oral deaf focal participants and their
hearing peers could adapt and modify their manner of communicating when
opportunities to work together became available. Working together did not mean that the
oral deaf focal participants had to insist on full visual access at all times, nor did it mean
that their group mates had to stop communicating verbally. Instead, both deaf and
hearing students needed to make adaptations and modifications so that, in the end,
everyone compromised to achieve a shared goal.
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The role of a teacher’s written instructions in group work in mainstream
classrooms deserves special consideration. During group work, teachers were not
directly involved with their students. Yet the teacher’s voice came through loud and clear
when students referred to written instructions in order to clarify tasks and content.
Written instructions had the potential to replace certain face-to-face and verbal
interactions. More importantly, written instructions could allow the oral deaf focal
participants to take up social positions that facilitated their participation in the
construction of power relations. By referring to their teachers’ written instructions, Marwa
and Emma were able to position themselves in ways that defied their teachers’ and
hearing peers’ constructions of them as “silent”, “quiet,” and to some extent “detached”
members of mainstream classrooms. Placing Marwa and Emma in groups with their
hearing peers and giving the groups written instructions, without, however, explicitly
identifying the members’ roles or tasks, created a rich opportunity for the students to
negotiate power relations. Controlled ambiguity enriched the interactions of the oral deaf
focal participants with their hearing peers, because while the overall parameters and
expectations were clear, using written instructions left some room for negotiating social
relations and sharing decision-making.
While communication remained a difficulty during group work, Marwa and Emma
were better positioned to come up with solutions when they saw breakdown coming.
They sought clarifications, asked questions, and responded to their hearing peers as
needed. They repeated themselves when they sensed that their hearing peers did not
understand them. Distribution of verbal turns became less lopsided, so that they were
not continuously silenced or unable to participate. Marwa and Emma avoided being cut
off from verbal exchanges by speaking up.
While Marwa and Emma were able to contribute and interact equitably during
group work, they continued to be perceived by their hearing peers as “quiet.” This
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characterization is reflective of their hearing peers’ relatively limited opportunities to
witness them talking publicly in class. It is also possible that because these interactions
were more individualized, Marwa’s and Emma’s role as actively engaged class members
was not imprinted on the collective psyche of their hearing peers. In other words, it is
possible that their participation and contribution to group efforts were less valued
because everyone in their classrooms did not simultaneously experience them. While
pair work tended to be outcome-based and accounted for a significant fraction of the
grade that each student earned in class, the difficulties that the oral deaf focal
participants encountered when participating in class discussions overshadowed their
participation in group activities.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONSIDERATIONS
“The issue is one of crossing the borders, of constructing an identity
at the moment of rupture, and of dissolving boundaries.”
(S. K. Uprety, 1997, p. 368)
Introduction
This ethnographic study has focused on the life-worlds of oral deaf students as
they attended a regular high school. The multiple, qualitative methods used in collecting
and analyzing data (Lofland & Lofland, 1998) revealed insights into the experiences of
oral deaf students in classes with hearing teaches and peers. Their everyday
experiences were filled with tensions and challenges, yet those experiences remained
largely unexamined because assumptions and beliefs about what could happen when
oral deaf students interact with their hearing teachers and peers have been colored by
very optimistic views about the benefits that may be gained from mainstreaming oral
deaf students. This study finds that these perceived benefits cannot be realized by
simply placing oral deaf students alongside their hearing peers. To make mainstreaming
a positive experience, deliberate attention and collective effort are necessary on the part
of both the oral deaf students and their hearing teachers and peers.
In the following section, I will discuss the findings of this study, particularly
considering the construction of power relations and why they matter in mainstream
classrooms. In light of the findings, I will then discuss their implications for the practice of
mainstreaming and for future research. I will end the chapter with a brief reflection on the
impact of this study in my own work with deaf students.
Discussion
Learning in Least Restrictive Environments
The mainstreaming experiences that I observed at Nortonsmith varied according
to the oral deaf focal participants, participation structures, and classrooms. While the
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oral deaf focal participants generally had satisfying moments in their mainstream
classrooms, it can also be said that they faced challenges that remained largely
unresolved. Some of their interactions with their hearing teachers and peers were filled
with tension, but they also had encounters that were charged with unrealized potential.
Tensions existed because the oral deaf focal participants differed fundamentally
from their hearing teachers and peers in the way that they accessed spoken language,
the primary resource used to support teaching and learning in the mainstream
classrooms studied. Unlike their hearing peers, who received verbal instructions with
ease, the oral deaf focal participants had to navigate spoken exchanges visually. Their
consequent indirect involvement in language and literacy events placed some learning
decisions out of their control. This was the case for Kim, who could not participate
effectively in the question-and-answer verbal exchange and was thus deprived of the
opportunity to display what she knew. Emma had a similar experience: she genuinely
sought clarification for parts of the film that confused her but could not fully understand
her teacher’s response, and so she chose to avoid an impending public display of her
communicative struggles by prematurely exiting from the class discussion. And Marwa’s
ability to participate was reduced because she depended on Ingrid to voice and repeat
important comments. At best, Marwa, Kim, and Emma were able to access only diluted
versions of typically robust language and literacy events. Ultimately, they had to rely on
their teachers and some of their hearing peers to scaffold communication, and because
they did not have full autonomy, they were not able to engage in the learning process as
it was intended to serve their hearing peers.
Helping the oral deaf focal participants to achieve some degree of autonomy
remains an important goal, as it would allow them to be in control of their own learning.
Full autonomy in mainstream classrooms, however, would be an unrealistic and
unnecessary goal for the oral deaf focal participants, since real learning takes place in

the moment, and engaging with hearing teachers and peers is a fundamental part of this
process. Furthermore, if full autonomy were to be a central feature of their participation
in mainstream classrooms, the focal participants’ personal, social, and academic
learning would most likely suffer because they still would not be able to exert full control
over the structure and organization of their classes.
The unintentional creation of parallel social worlds must be a concern of any
teacher of oral deaf students in mainstream classrooms, although it should not
necessarily be viewed in negative terms. At Nortonsmith, it is possible that the oral deaf
focal participants and their hearing peers inhabited parallel social words that were
created out of a combination of ignorance and lack of effort and attention—but not out of
outright rejection. After all, the oral deaf focal participants reported feeling satisfied about
being in the mainstream and happy about their chance to learn alongside their hearing
peers. The oral deaf focal participants in this study did not see themselves as victims of
prejudice or resentment. It is also likely that the oral deaf focal participants found the
creation of parallel social words to be a fundamentally necessary feature in their
academic learning and social engagement in mainstream classrooms. Perhaps the
existence of separate social worlds should be viewed positively, as untapped
opportunities for growth, not only for the focal participants but also for their hearing
peers.
Unfortunately, however, the opportunities for growth seem for the most part to
have remained untapped. Rarely were the oral deaf focal participants’ views directly
solicited and explored by their hearing teachers within the usual course of language and
literacy events in mainstream classrooms. At no point during the course of this research
did hearing students approach the focal participants to gather their perceptions of the
mainstream classrooms they shared. While one of the goals of mainstreaming is to
provide opportunities for students to learn from one another, this study found that
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physical integration did not guarantee that oral deaf focal participants would learn how to
deeply interact and genuinely communicate with their hearing peers, and vice versa.
Navigating Language and Communication in Mainstream Classrooms
Participation structures significantly influenced the degree to which focal
participants accessed uses of spoken language. During class discussions, the oral deaf
focal participants seemed forcibly locked into a receptive mode because language and
literacy events were structured so that verbal turns were unregulated and the flow of
discussions was unpredictable. Participating in class discussions meant that they had to
tolerate some degree of ambiguity and had to suspend their own need for clarification.
On the other hand, their hearing teachers and peers typically misread their outward
demeanor—which could resemble confusion—when they intently attended to the visual
and physical cues that accompanied verbal exchanges so that they could follow the
discussions that everyone else took for granted in mainstream classrooms. For the most
part, they were left with no choice but to remain quiet for extended periods in order to
follow and vicariously “participate” in language and literacy events in which they should
have been active. While some of their hearing peers reveled in the excitement of class
discussions, the oral deaf focal participants worked double time to make sense of a
series of incomplete signals. In spite of the hard work they devoted to keeping up with
discussions, their hearing teachers and peers hardly noticed their investment in energy
and attention and, in fact, misinterpreted their actions because the oral deaf focal
participants appeared confused or not in synchrony with most of their hearing peers.
Explaining deafness and the oral approach to communication to hearing teachers
and peers proved complex for the focal participants. If the focal participants were to truly
enlist the support and empathy of their hearing teachers and peers in mainstream
classrooms, they would need to teach their hearing teachers and peers what they should
do in order to meaningfully interact with the oral deaf focal participants. Such teaching,
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however, cannot be accomplished through talking and explaining alone. An alternative
way to foster understanding would be to provide direct but sheltered opportunities for the
oral deaf focal participants and their hearing peers to work in close collaboration with
each other. In fact, group work permitted students to work toward a shared goal and, at
the same time, offered opportunities for in-the-moment interactional negotiations.
The focal participants’ commonality with their hearing teachers and peers began
and ended with the use of spoken English. On the one hand, they communicated in
spoken English in the same way as their hearing teachers and peers; on the other hand,
they also needed to visually access spoken language. This need, however, was
repeatedly ignored, leading to their marginalization. Compromised speech perception
and verbal expression resulted in asymmetrical access to teaching and learning,
because their inability to fully access verbal turns through the visual channel impacted
how they responded to questions, comments, and explanations. At the most basic level,
they did not instantly know who had the floor during class discussions. Far from being a
minor hindrance, this inability effectively excluded them from opportunities for
exchanging content and for social engagement. In addition, verbal input from multiple
speakers had to be reconstituted to render it accessible to the focal participants. Their
inability to capture signals directly from their sources diluted much of the flavor, candor,
and authenticity of language and literacy events in mainstream classrooms. Yet, these
sterilized versions were the “best” that they could hope for in mainstream classrooms.
Needless to say, the liberal use of spoken English by their hearing teachers and peers
restricted the focal participants’ access to learning.
The oral approach provided a seemingly paradoxical solution to the demands
faced by the oral deaf focal participants in mainstream classrooms. Oralism masked
their communicative needs in ways that significantly disadvantaged them as participants
in mainstream classrooms. When the focal participants focused on the ways in which
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they were similar to their hearing teachers and peers—in particular, by relying on spoken
language as the currency of the classroom—they risked blending in to the point of fading
into the background of the very environment that they sought to be part of. Blending in
was not always a positive experience for focal participants, as it often meant that their
unique needs were not recognized and addressed. As shown in the language and
literacy events examined in this study, on the rare occasions when the oral deaf focal
participants spoke up, their verbal turns turned out to be unintelligible or indecipherable.
Marwa relied on Ingrid to provide clarification. Kim endured numerous, repeated
quizzing. Emma rarely got a turn because her voice was inaudible on the few occasions
that she attempted to jump in. For the most part, during class discussions, the focal
participants were forced to function as active recipients and passive participants. Their
inability to access verbal signals directly from their sources created a communicative or
social bubble, and they received only filtered or fragmented versions of robust
discussions. Marwa used hand gestures and repeatedly referred to her teacher’s written
instructions in order to scaffold her engagement with her hearing teachers and peers;
they, on the other hand, considered it more acceptable for her to speak up, even though
it was sometimes less efficient as a semiotic system. Most importantly, Marwa’s
teachers and peers failed to recognize their responsibility for facilitating her inclusion.
Social Identities and Social Positions
Participation structures directly impacted the extent to which focal participants
could engage in the construction of power relations in mainstream classrooms. To a
significant degree, the oral deaf focal participants depended on their hearing teachers to
create conditions that would promote their greater participation in the construction of
power relations in mainstream classrooms. The participation structures and social
climate that teachers created directly affected the extent to which the oral deaf focal
participants took part and contributed in class. Teachers could encourage participation

.
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by modeling desired behavior for hearing students, as well as by creating opportunities
for the oral deaf focal participants to be involved in language and literacy events. But
classes planned for their hearing peers did not necessarily meet the oral deaf focal
participants’ instructional needs. As a result, their access to educational content was
routinely retroactive, as they were rarely able to keep up with their hearing peers.
Class discussions forced the oral deaf focal participants to grapple with their own
identity as oral deaf students and to recognize the consequences of being different from
their hearing teachers and peers. Demonstrating their abilities and individual attributes
during class discussions was challenging, because such demonstration relied heavily on
the specific use of spoken language and allowed only limited room for any differentiated
demonstration of learning. Moreover, very few of their hearing peers grasped the fact
that oral deaf focal participants quietly worked hard to keep up with class discussions.
Their attempts to follow talk in the classroom were not outwardly evident to hearing
peers, who had not figured out that they themselves also had to work at facilitating
access for the focal participants. In turn, the oral deaf focal participants detached from
most of their hearing peers in order to engage with content and instruction.
When participation structures permitted a different way of interacting, such as
during group work, the distribution of power shifted dramatically. Provided with
opportunities to work directly with their hearing peers, the oral focal participants
displayed the wherewithal to collaborate effectively. They negotiated their social
positions and acted on the basis of their own understanding of expectations during group
work. It is worth noting that the two language and literacy events examined in the
discussion of power as caring relations involved Marwa. A review of field notes and
transcripts of interactions over time shows the amount, frequency, and extent of the risks
that Marwa took to achieve the level of collaboration and support that she enjoyed from
her hearing teacher and peers. Such risk-taking was critical to building relations; after all,
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some of the responsibility for initiating interactions lay with the oral deaf focal
participants themselves. Group work was a good place to make risk-taking possible. In
the second language and literacy event examined in power as caring relations, Marwa
was able to avoid being assigned to perform a task she knew would be difficult by
volunteering her preference. When Ingrid intervened, Marwa did not simply sit and wait
for Sherri and Ingrid to finish. She contributed to the group effort by forestalling the next
step and moving ahead with solving the problem by using the formula that Mr. Otowski
had previously explained. These examples illustrate the ways in which the oral deaf focal
participants could learn to navigate negotiations for power relations in mainstream
classrooms.
Because group work provided an environment in which the oral deaf focal
participants could communicate more effectively, it could potentially serve as a means to
dispel neutral and negative interpretations of focal participants’ silence. Unfortunately,
group work exchanges typically took place toward the end of most classes. By that time,
the oral deaf focal participants were already exhausted from the intense concentration
they had devoted to speechreading and listening during class discussions. In addition,
group work exchanges were often rushed as the oral deaf focal participants and their
hearing peers worked double time to complete assigned tasks. Since the students had
limited time to complete their assigned task, very little room was left to pursue
cooperative and self-directed learning.
Marwa took advantage of reduced teacher involvement and transformed herself
into an active and critical participant during group work. She used written instructions
prepared by teachers and other print resources as instruments that allowed her to
negotiate her own space, dispel stereotypes of silence, and resist being marginalized.
Although the use of print was only minimally explored in this study, limited samples from
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focal participants’ interactions demonstrate the promising potential of written texts as
tools for facilitating their access to content and interactions.
On the whole, however, the oral deaf focal participants’ display of communicative
and academic competence during group work was not echoed in their hearing peers’
collective consciousness. When given the opportunity to work in groups, the oral deaf
focal participants and their hearing peers showed that they could communicate with
each other. The lack of structure in group work created a space for negotiating social
positions, because the oral deaf focal participants had to cooperate with their hearing
peers in assigning roles and tasks. Using written instructions provided a framework for
brokering verbal turns. Strategic pairing during group work also permitted equitable turn¬
taking. Nevertheless, classes were arranged so that very little time was allocated for
group work, while more time was devoted to class discussions. There appeared to be a
great divide between the image of the oral deaf focal participants that was formed in
group work and the image that was based on their participation in larger class
discussions. While focal participants participating in small groups could break the silence
that had come to be associated with their presence, nevertheless, in the ears of their
class as a whole, their voices remained unheard. Thus, while their actions in group work
undermined the stereotypes of silence and withdrawal, on the whole, their contributions
continued to be unnoticed by their hearing teachers and peers.
Implications
The classroom observations on which this study is based yielded numerous
insights into the relationships that existed and evolved as the focal participants
interacted with hearing students. The oral deaf focal participants and their hearing peers
created historically determined relationships (Bloome et al., 2005) when they made
meanings that were shaped not just by the information they collected in-the-moment but
also by the knowledge they possessed prior to actual observations. The oral deaf focal
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participants and their hearing peers explicitly and implicitly mined each other for
information as they interacted. The students’ natural tendency to collect data on each
other, if integrated into the larger project of teaching and learning, could contribute to
deepening their respect for differences and thus promote genuine mainstreaming.
The mainstream classroom was thus a forum in which the focal participants and
their hearing peers could observe and study each other. The process of observation
presents the possibility for self-surveillance (Foucault, 1997). In other words, hearing
peers potentially could have used the information they collected while observing their
oral deaf peers to modify their own actions, reactions, and interactions with the oral deaf
focal participants. This did not happen, however. Self-monitoring was not evident among
many of the hearing peers during class discussions. This might be due to a disparate
distribution of power that regarded oral deaf focal participants as only peripheral
members of mainstream classrooms. Auspiciously, their hearing teachers’ self¬
surveillance produced the opposite effect. Teachers tended to monitor themselves and
were partly responsible for dispersing the power residing in them as teachers and
sharing it with all involved in interactions (Foucault, 1997). Ms. Drinker and Ms. May took
steps to include Marwa and Emma and were less anxious about seeing immediate
results. Sharing control resulted in active collaboration and real trust between teacher
and student. The focal participants and some of their hearing peers such as Sherri and
Ingrid also took the initiative in identifying alternative strategies and participated in
managing resources during instruction. This was the case with Sherri, hearing student
who self-selected Marwa for group work. The same was true of Marwa, who gave
feedback on Ingrid’s notes. It was also the case for Ingrid, who helped Marwa out in
Honors Geometry. None of these relationships would have developed had the teachers
chosen to take full control of every interaction in the classroom.
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The oral deaf focal participants bore the responsibility for coping with the material
and human supports provided to compensate for their deafness. In addition to their
duties as students, they also had to practice resource management in order to facilitate
their presence in the mainstream. For example, a deaf student who used an oral
transliterator to facilitate access to communication had to direct that adult in the
classroom. When captioned films were not available, the oral deaf focal participants had
to read the text to access content. They had to charge, check, hand over, and collect FM
systems from their hearing teachers. Their hearing peers did not have these added
responsibilities and could devote all of their energy and attention to learning.
Individualized help was a potential source of conflict. Marwa counted on Ingrid to
take notes and mediate communication, but by making these supports available, Ingrid
simultaneously deprived Marwa of opportunities to get to know and collaborate with
other hearing peers. Ingrid’s absence was a blessing in disguise, as otherwise Marwa
would not have discovered that Sherri was willing and able to help. Pre-arranged help
might have quashed the focal participants’ motivation to pursue relationships with other
hearing peers. Balancing comfort and familiarity with opportunities for new experiences
and risk-taking should be a critical consideration in configuring grouping.
A series of trade-offs was inherent in the focal participants’ experiences in the
mainstream. During class discussions, for example, they settled for limited social
interactions with their hearing peers in exchange for the real-time opportunity to access
content from their teachers. This trade-off, however, placed them in an awkward, toughwin situation because interactions with both their teachers and their peers were
necessary for meaningful and robust learning to take place. Because they did not have
the level of free and natural access to the verbal currency through which information and
knowledge were exchanged in mainstream classrooms, they were relegated to “passive”
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participation and were unable to take advantage of the full range of formal and informal
opportunities that make learning possible in any classroom.
The oral deaf focal participants and their hearing teachers and peers needed to
have a shared understanding of classroom processes and practices if they were to make
mainstreaming work. A Least Restrictive Environment is not a set stage. Rather, it must
be created. Physically placing the oral deaf focal participants in regular classes was only
the first step in creating such an environment. As the oral deaf focal participants
participated in language and literacy events alongside their hearing peers, the concept of
a Least Restrictive Environment had to be reconfigured to remain appropriate and
applicable to all students. In other words, the meaning of “Least Restrictive Environment”
had to be continually redefined if instruction was to be delivered in ways that addressed
the oral deaf students’ educational and communicative requirements. As long as the
value of hearing teachers and peers’ collaboration and cooperation continued to be
ignored, genuine mainstreaming was impossible. Being in the mainstream was a kind of
push-pull movement, because the oral deaf focal participants were often alienated from
one kind of interaction if they chose to engage in another.
A distorted picture of mainstreaming is created if one focuses on the oral deaf
focal participants to the exclusion of their hearing teachers and peers. Mainstreaming is
not simply about placing oral deaf students in mainstream classrooms. Rather,
mainstreaming also requires that hearing teachers and peers modify their actions and
interactions to accommodate the oral deaf focal participants in their midst. Hearing
teachers cannot accomplish everything that is required of mainstreaming on their own.
At Nortonsmith High School, the oral deaf focal participants’ hearing peers had as much
to contribute to creating the conditions that promote genuine mainstreaming. By the
same token, genuine mainstreaming was not for the focal participants alone to work on.
Mutual cooperation and support among all three parties were essential if the oral deaf
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focal participants were to become integral members of mainstream classes and function
to the best of their abilities.
In the mainstream, the oral deaf focal participants learned more than English and
math. In particular, in making the transition from the Carle School to Nortonsmith they
learned what it meant to be deaf in a hearing world. In their mainstream classrooms,
they learned to cope with being “outsiders” and with being “different” from their hearing
teachers and peers. They had to deal with a secondary and implicit curriculum that
demanded that they keep up with and participate in interactions that occurred in between
classes and in between activities in class. The real cost of mainstreaming resided in the
opportunities for growth that remained unexplored or underutilized, such as group work.
An important impetus for introducing more group work in mainstream classrooms is its
possible residual effect of reducing the oral deaf focal participants’ social isolation and
instilling in their hearing teachers and peers a sincere appreciation for individual
differences.
Another part of the focal participants’ education at Nortonsmith was learning to
effectively advocate for their needs, which required direct instruction and repeated
practice. Unfortunately, self-advocacy is not explicitly integrated into any regular high
school curriculum. In the absence of formal instruction and support in this regard, the
oral deaf focal participants used their personal resources to brave and withstand the
challenges that came with being in the mainstream. They proved that they could be
causal agents. During group work, they were goal-oriented. They applied problem¬
solving and decision-making skills to guide their actions and regulate their own learning.
They knew what they were capable of doing and sought help when they needed
Is.
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assistance. They acted with a level of self-direction and self-determination that was not
always evident to their hearing teachers and peers.
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Locating disabilities in the oral deaf focal participants themselves was
problematic, because some of their communication difficulties were more pronounced in
their interactions with particular hearing teachers or peers. The oral deaf focal
participants’ institutional identity as “students with disabilities” ceased to be meaningful
in relation to some assigned tasks, such as in Honors Geometry, where Marwa clearly
fulfilled her part of the deal while Sherri was unable to complete her task. Yet, Sherri
would never be labeled as “disabled,” not even momentarily, while Marwa would always
carry deafness and disability as part and parcel of her identity, regardless of her ability to
capably function in many activities.
Overall, procedures in mainstream classrooms were modified only insofar as the
usual flow of language and literacy events was not dramatically affected. The
modifications generally took the form of changes in how teachers delivered instruction.
Teachers made hearing students’ verbal turns accessible to the oral deaf students by
repeating, rephrasing, and summarizing comments. They gave the oral deaf students
time to make sense of visual, auditory, and contextual signals. For the most part,
teachers were willing to modify their behavior to accommodate the oral deaf students,
but the same could not be said of the students’ hearing peers. The oral deaf focal
participants’ presence minimally changed their hearing peers’ communicative patterns.
If oral deaf students are to be genuinely included in mainstream classrooms, the
focus must be on exploring practices that support their access to learning. The focal
participants at Nortonsmith had to advocate for modifications to the visual environment,
such as changes in seating arrangements. Their hearing teachers and peers also had to
be receptive to their requests, suggestions, and feedback. Furthermore, in order to be
receptive, hearing teachers and peers had to change the way they thought about
students with identified disabilities. That is, simply introducing material and physical
accommodations to facilitate instruction was not enough. Social integration and
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individual interactions were also necessary. Discovering and implementing appropriate
practices had much to do with the attitudes, readiness, and ability of all members of the
mainstream classroom to hear one another.
Thus, it is in the process of fashioning appropriate solutions to the difficulties
faced by individual students that the promise of mainstreaming lies. And as this study
has shown, the negotiation of power relations within the mainstream classroom is
fundamental to the process of fashioning individual solutions. Indeed, expecting every
student to dance to the same beat contradicts the essence of mainstreaming: multiple
abilities necessitate instructional differentiation. Of course, there is a limit to how far a
teacher can go to provide effective instruction tailored to each and every student. But
one of the suggestions made in this study is that it is the responsibility not only of
teachers, but also of student peers, to ensure that the mainstream classroom is truly a
Least Restrictive Environment. Thus, in spite of the hazards of social, academic, and
communicative isolation, mainstream placement remains an attractive option for oral
deaf students.
Reflections and Considerations
This field-based observational study, which entailed regular immersion in the
research site and prolonged engagement with the research participants in their natural
setting, has yielded useful knowledge about mainstreaming and given me insights into
my own work with deaf students.
Oral deaf students are more likely to be enrolled in regular schools than their
signing deaf counterparts. Because deafness is a low-incidence disability, enrollment of
deaf students in regular schools has been rare and sporadic in many schools and
districts. Consequently, deaf students face tremendous and unique challenges that
hearing teachers and peers do not easily understand. Deaf students have been forced to
rely on and accommodate themselves to existing services and supports. Because it is
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often hard to pinpoint where an oral deaf student’s educational difficulties reside, parents
may request services and instruction that are costly, inappropriate, and unfeasible.
Attention to how content and context intersect with learners is crucial, and teachers
involved in mainstreaming oral deaf students and other students with various degrees of
hearing loss must be encouraged to pay close attention to how they organize time and
space to create learning opportunities for each and every one of their students. At the
same time, teachers’ insights must be taken into consideration when important decisions
about instruction and services for oral deaf students are made.
This study offers some unique contributions to the study of the education of the
deaf. Prior studies have mostly been devoted to signers at the preschool and early
elementary grade levels. The present study is rare in that the focal participants are oral
students attending high school. This study affirms the personal narratives and retroactive
anecdotal reports of deaf adults whose mainstreaming experiences both paralleled and
contrasted with those of the focal participants. At the same time, this study questions
assumptions about instruction and quality of life and learning for oral deaf students in the
mainstream. We have come a long way in mainstreaming students with disabilities, but
this is no time to stop reflecting about how we can be more effective in creating
classrooms that are inclusive of students who are different.
While conducting ethnographic research has been demanding in terms of time,
personal resources, and energy, I have learned much about classroom power relations
in classes with regular students and those with specific learning challenges. For eleven
years, I was the local expert in the Nortonsmith school district. What I discovered in my
research process has been sobering and humbling, and it has given me many reasons
to want to work with teachers and students in schools again. The contributions of this
dissertation are modest in relation to the rich possibilities that mainstreaming the deaf
offers for research and practice.
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APPENDIX A
WRITTEN CONSENT FORM
(TEACHERS)
Study on the Experiences of Oral Deaf Students in a Regular High School
Arlene Hijara is a doctoral candidate at the School of Education, University of
Massachusetts at Amherst. For the past nine years, she has also served as the Hearing
Specialist/coordinator in our school district. In her work in our schools, she is aware that
achieving social inclusion and academic integration in a regular high school is a complex
process for deaf students. She wants to know how regular schools and classrooms can
become more sensitive and responsive to the unique requirements of students with
learning needs in general and deaf students in particular. She is doing a research project
that she hopes will help deaf students achieve more positive experiences, both socially
and academically. She also hopes to support regular education teachers in their
everyday work with deaf students in their classrooms and contribute to the wealth of
knowledge in educations deaf students in the mainstream.
I will participate in interviews about my experiences as a regular education teacher of a
mainstreamed deaf student. I give my consent to be observed, audiotape-recorded or
videotape-recorded when the researcher visits some of my classes.
My name in this study will be changed in any written reports to protect my identity and
ensure my privacy.
As a participant, I am free to withdraw from the study without penalty or judgment at any
time.
I have no financial or medical claims on the researcher or the University of
Massachusetts.
The response to interviews will be used for Arlene’s doctoral research at the University
of Massachusetts, but may also be used for professional presentations and in written
publications such as articles in journals or chapters in books.
I will be able to review a transcript of the interviews, class observations, and/or
conversations and receive a copy of the results. Arlene can be reached at home (413)
253 1743 or her office (413) 587 1344 ext. 3311.

I have read this consent form and agree to participate in this study as described.

Participant’s signature

date

Participant’s printed name

contact information

Researcher’s signature

date
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APPENDIX B
WRITTEN CONSENT FORM
(STUDENT)
Study on the Experiences of Oral Deaf Students in a Regular High School
Arlene Hijara is a doctoral candidate at the School of Education, University of
Massachusetts at Amherst. For the past nine years, she has also served as the Hearing
Specialist/coordinator in our school district. In her work in our schools, she is aware that
achieving social inclusion and academic integration in a regular high school is a complex
process for deaf students. She wants to know how regular schools and classrooms can
become more sensitive and responsive to the unique requirements of students with
learning needs in general and deaf students in particular. She is doing a research project
that she hopes will help deaf students achieve more positive experiences, both socially
and academically. She also hopes to support regular education teachers in their
everyday work with deaf students in their classrooms and contribute to the wealth of
knowledge in educations deaf students in the mainstream.
I will participate in interviews about my experiences as a regular education teacher of a
mainstreamed deaf student. I give my consent to be observed, audiotape-recorded or
videotape-recorded when the researcher visits some of my classes.
My name in this study will be changed in any written reports to protect my identity and
ensure my privacy.
As a participant, I am free to withdraw from the study without penalty or judgment at any
time.
I have no financial or medical claims on the researcher or the University of
Massachusetts.
The response to interviews will be used for Arlene’s doctoral research at the University
of Massachusetts, but may also be used for professional presentations and in written
publications such as articles in journals or chapters in books.
I will be able to review a transcript of the interviews, class observations, and/or
conversations and receive a copy of the results. Arlene can be reached at home (413)
253 1743 or her office (413) 587 1344 ext. 3311.
I have read this consent form and agree to participate in this study as described.

Participant’s signature

date

Participant’s printed name

contact information

Researcher’s signature

date
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APPENDIX C
WRITTEN CONSENT FORM
(PARENT/GUARDIAN)
Study on the Experiences of Oral Deaf Students in a Regular High School
Arlene Hijara is a doctoral candidate at the School of Education, University of
Massachusetts at Amherst. For the past nine years, she has also served as the Hearing
Specialist/coordinator in our school district. In her work in our schools, she is aware that
achieving social inclusion and academic integration in a regular high school is a complex
process for deaf students. She wants to know how regular schools and classrooms can
become more sensitive and responsive to the unique requirements of students with
learning needs in general and deaf students in particular. She is doing a research project
that she hopes will help deaf students achieve more positive experiences, both socially
and academically. She also hopes to support regular education teachers in their
everyday work with deaf students in their classrooms and contribute to the wealth of
knowledge in educations deaf students in the mainstream.
My child will participate in interviews about my experiences as a regular education
teacher of a mainstreamed deaf student. I give my child my consent to be observed,
audiotape-recorded or videotape-recorded when the researcher visits some of his/her
classes.
My child’s name in this study will be changed in any written reports to protect his/her
identity and ensure my privacy.
As a parent/guardian of a research participant, I am aware that my child is free to
withdraw from the study without penalty or judgment at any time.
My child and I have no financial or medical claims on the researcher or the University of
Massachusetts.
The response to interviews will be used for Arlene’s doctoral research at the University
of Massachusetts, but may also be used for professional presentations and in written
publications such as articles in journals or chapters in books.
On my own or my child’s behalf, I will be able to review a transcript of the interviews,
class observations, and/or conversations and receive a copy of the results. Arlene can
be reached at home (413) 253 1743 or her office (413) 587 1344 ext. 3311.
I have read this consent form and agree to allow my child, whose name appears
below, to participate in this study as described.
Parent/Guardian’s signature

date

Child’s (student) name

parent/guardian contact information

Researcher’s signature

date
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